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ABSTRACT 
 
Boley, Bertram Bynum, M.S., Spring 2009       Recreation Management 
Geotourism in the Crown of the Continent: Developing and Testing the Geotourism 
Survey Instrument (GSI) 
 
Co-Chairperson:  Norma P. Nickerson 
 
Co-Chairperson:  Keith Bosak 
 
The perceived failures of mass tourism to holistically benefit a destination’s 
character, has created a global concern for the future of tourism destinations managed 
under the mass tourism model. This global concern for how tourism can negatively 
impact a region’s character has manifested itself in the rise of various forms of 
sustainable tourism such as ecotourism, community-based tourism, integrated rural 
tourism, and now geotourism. The focus of this study was on geotourism; a niche 
market segment of sustainable tourism defined by National Geographic as “tourism 
that sustains or enhances the geographical character of place- its environment, 
culture, aesthetics, heritage, and the well-being of its residents” (Stokes, Cook, & 
Drew, 2003).  
The purpose of this study was to take this definition of geotourism provided 
by National Geographic and create a reliable and valid instrument capable of 
measuring one’s geotouristic tendencies. This study outlines the development of the 
Geotourism Survey Instrument (GSI) and applies it towards a population of travelers 
intercepted at various sites on National Geographic’s Crown of the Continent 
geotourism mapguide for the region of northwest Montana, southwest Alberta, and 
southeast British Columbia. A second purpose was to determine if visitors to sites on 
the Crown of the Continent geotourism mapguide were actually geotravelers in their 
attitudes and behaviors.  
Overall, 3,608 visitors participated in the study from May 10, 2008 through 
September 24, 2008. Results of the study indicate that geotravelers are visiting the 
Crown of the Continent region in high numbers. On a scale from 1-6  with 1 
representing a non-geotraveler and 6 representing a perfect geotraveler, the average 
GSI score was 4.9 indicating that the visitors to the Crown of the Continent share 
both the attitudes and behaviors of a geotraveler.   
Statistical results indicate that the GSI and its sub-scales are reliable and valid 
measurements of the multiple dimensions of geotourism. It is recommended that the 
GSI be used by other researchers to determine the geotouristic tendencies of visitors 
to their respective regions.  
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Chapter I 
 
Introduction 
 
The perceived failures of mass tourism to holistically benefit a destination’s 
character, including its culture, economy, and environment, has created a global 
concern for the future of tourism destinations managed under the mass tourism model 
(Honey, 2008). This alleged failure of mass tourism to be sustainable has resulted in a 
shift from the Fordist model of large-scale tourism, which concentrates on high 
standardization of tourism services and lack of product differentiation, to a more 
conscientious and small-scale style of travel that focuses on destination conservation 
(Perez & Sampol, 2000). 
The response to these concerns has been to try to manage tourism sustainably. 
The concept of what constitutes sustainable tourism has evolved in definition and in 
name. Its beginning can be traced back to the publication of Our Common Future 
(WCED- World Commission on Environment and Development, 1987) also know as 
the Bruntland Report which defined sustainable development as “development that 
meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations 
to meet their own needs.”   
This desire to change the status quo of tourism from being destructive and for 
the masses to something smaller and more sustainable is evident with the recent rise 
of alternative forms of tourism such as ecotourism (Ceballos-Lascuráin, 1996), 
geotourism (Stokes, Cook, & Drew, 2003), ‘new tourism’ (Rosenow & Pulsipher, 
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1979), ethnic tourism (Moscardo & Pearce, 1999), pro-poor tourism (Ashley & Roe, 
2002), alternative tourism (Butler, 1990), justice tourism (Scheyvens, 2002), 
reconciliation tourism (Higgins-Desbiolles, 2006), and volunteer tourism (Wearing, 
2001) just to name a few. Each of these alternative forms of tourism attempts to focus 
on an aspect of a destination and tries to improve it by bringing in tourists who desire 
their travel to benefit the destination. The focus of this study will be on the niche 
market segment of geotourism, which attempts to truly benefit the entire destination 
by holistically focusing on sustaining the destination’s geographical character. If 
implemented correctly, geotourism can benefit all aspects of the destination and 
become a term that is synonymous with truly sustainable tourism because it enhances 
all aspects of the destination.  
Geotourism is an emerging niche market within sustainable tourism and is 
centered on sustaining and enhancing the geographical character of a place (Stokes et 
al., 2003). Many of the ideas that influence geotourism have existed in the field of 
sustainable tourism since Our Common Future (WCED, 1987) catalyzed sustainable 
development, but it was not until 1997 that Jonathan Tourtellot of National 
Geographic defined the term geotourism as “encompassing all aspects of travel- not 
just the environment…tourism that sustains or enhances the geographical character of 
a place-its environment, heritage, aesthetics, culture, and well being of its residents- 
describes completely all aspects of sustainability in travel,” (Stokes et al., 2003).  
Instead of focusing on sustaining one specific dimension of the travel experience, 
geotourism unites various travel experiences; all focusing on sustaining a 
destination’s unique character (Stokes et al., 2003).  Therefore, geotourism can 
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potentially benefit both the tourist and the region itself because when geotourism is 
practiced, it can provide the tourist with an authentic experience while holistically 
sustaining the destination’s unique qualities.   
This study uses the definition of geotourism provided by Jonathan Tourtellot 
of National Geographic Traveler in the Travel Industry Association of America’s 
2003 study titled “Geotourism: the new trend in travel”  to assess the geotouristic 
tendencies of visitors to the Crown of the Continent region of northwest Montana, 
southwest Alberta, and southeast British Columbia. See Figure 4 for a map of the 
Crown of the Continent region.  National Geographic Traveler has rated this Crown 
of the Continent region encompassing Waterton-Glacier International Peace Park as a 
destination still with an intact culture and heritage centered around a large amount of 
protected land (Tourtellot, 2006).   Based upon the area’s unique qualities and the 
desire to preserve them, National Geographic decided to create a geotourism 
mapguide for the Crown of the Continent region. These geotourism mapguides are a 
hybrid cross between guidebooks and road maps. Instead of reading a guidebook and 
map separately, the mapguides spatially represent the unique tourism destinations of a 
region by overlaying destination information on top of a relief map of the region.  
These maps provide tourists with information on historic sites, cultural sites, 
accommodations, hikes, and many other types of information allowing the tourist an 
opportunity to experience what makes the region special. The mapguide aims to 
provide the reader with tourism infrastructure information that aligns with the 
geotourism values of sustaining or enhancing the environment, culture, aesthetics, 
heritage, and well-being of the local people.  By focusing on the unique, local, and 
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sustainable features of the destination, the destination will not have to adapt to meet 
the outside demands of tourism; ideally, its local geographical character will remain 
intact. 
Geotourism has the potential to help sustain a region’s geographical character, 
but the concept of geotourism and the geotourism mapguides that National 
Geographic has created for the Crown of the Continent are in vain if the visitors to the 
Crown of the Continent do not share the values of geotourism.  What would be the 
purpose of embracing a type of tourism where travelers in the destination do not 
resonate with its values?  In order to see if the visitors to the Crown of the Continent 
share the values of geotourism, an instrument was needed to identify those who share 
the values of geotourism and those who do not.  Therefore, the purpose of this study 
was twofold; to develop a reliable and valid instrument capable of measuring the 
geotouristic tendencies of travelers, and to determine to what degree the visitors to the 
Crown of the Continent share the values of geotourism. Having a reliable instrument 
capable of determining if geotravelers are present in an area would be a significant 
contribution to the field of tourism and to the Crown of the Continent because it will 
give marketers and administrators a tool for assessing the success of their efforts to 
bring geotravelers into the region, and it can provide baseline data for periodic 
analysis of how the visitor’s geotouristic tendencies have changed. 
Purpose 
 The primary purpose of this study was to develop a survey instrument capable 
of assessing travelers’ geotourism values and behaviors.  A secondary purpose was to 
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quantify the extent to which visitors to the Crown of the Continent region share the 
values of geotourism. 
Research Questions 
 
This study of “Geotourism in the Crown of the Continent: Developing and Testing 
the Geotourism Survey Instrument (GSI)” will address the following research 
questions:  
 
R1: Is the Geotourism Survey Instrument (GSI) and its scales a valid and 
reliable measure of the multiple dimensions of geotourism? 
R2: Are geotravelers visiting geotourism mapsites within the Crown of the 
Continent? 
 
Delimitations 
 
1. Participation in this study was limited to those who traveled 50 miles or 
more away from their permanent residence to visit sites on National 
Geographic’s Crown of the Continent geotourism mapguide.  All visitors 
18 years and older who fit these requirements were asked to participate in 
the study.  
2. Intercept locations were selected for variety, proximity to each other and 
with the number of visitors in mind. Approximately 30 percent of sites on 
the Crown of the Continent geotourism mapguide were used as intercept 
locations.   
 
Limitations 
 
1. Since the Geotourism Survey Instrument (GSI) is a survey that asks 
respondents to answer questions pertaining to their attitudes and behaviors 
towards geotourism, individual responses will vary from survey to survey 
based upon how each respondent perceives the asked questions. 
2. The social desirability of geotourism’s values could potentially skew the 
answers in the direction of a more favorable response to geotourism. Even 
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though this is a potential problem, social desirability would indicate that 
the values of geotourism are positive and worthy of being held. 
3. The survey was written in English. Nearly six percent of the respondents 
were from international countries who may or may not have English as 
their first language. 
 
Assumptions 
 
1. All respondents were eligible to participate in the survey based upon the 
requirements of traveling 50 miles or more away from home and being 18 
years of age or older. 
2.  All respondents truthfully answered the questions asked to them in the 
GSI. 
3. The sample selected for this study was representative of the population of 
tourists visiting geotourism mapsites within the Crown of the Continent 
 
Significance of the Study 
 
 The significance of this study on geotourism is threefold. First, it tests to see if 
there are in fact ‘geotravelers’ visiting the Crown of the Continent.  National 
Geographic and the tourism partners of Montana, Alberta, and British Columbia have 
invested heavily in this model of tourism and there is much at stake for them if their 
visitors do not share the values of geotourism. Second, the concept of geotourism has 
only been researched at the industry level by the Travel Industry Association of 
America and has not been tested in an academic study according to the author’s 
knowledge.  This is significant because it provides a rigorous approach to studying 
geotourism that critically looks at the academic literature surrounding the topic of 
sustainable tourism and ecotourism questioning if geotourism is unique or an old 
concept with a new name. Third, the study provides the public with a tested and 
proved instrument to measure the geotouristic tendencies of travelers.  Following this 
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study, researchers will be able to use the Geotourism Survey Instrument (GSI) to 
identify geotravelers at any travel destination across the world.   
Thesis Organization 
 
 From here, Chapter two of the thesis will review the relevant academic 
literature that helped contribute to the theory driving the dual research questions. This 
literature review attempts to provide the reader with the background knowledge on 
why the topic of geotourism is worth investigating, provide the reader with the 
academic literature used to develop the survey instrument, and introduces the reader 
to the Crown of the Continent region and the concept of National Geographic’s 
geotourism mapguides.  Chapter three will identify the methods used to implement 
the study of these research questions, and chapter four will provide the results. After 
the results are displayed in chapter four, chapter five will include the conclusions, 
implications and potential areas for future research. 
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Chapter II 
 
Literature Review 
 
 The literature review consists of three separate sections. The first section 
focuses on the history of tourism and how geotourism has evolved from sustainable 
tourism and ecotourism. Section two focuses on development and design of the 
geotourism survey instrument.  Finally, section three incorporates National 
Geographic’s geotourism mapguides, specifically the Crown of the Continent 
geotourism map for Alberta, British Columbia, and Montana into this study. 
Section 1: Tourism, Sustainable Tourism, and Geotourism 
 
 Varying definitions of what constitutes tourism abound, but the United 
Nations World Tourism Organization (WTO) provides a simple unifying statement: 
“tourism comprises the activities of persons traveling to and staying in places outside 
their usual environment for not more than one consecutive year for leisure, business, 
and other purposes” (Goeldner and Ritchie, 2009, p. 7).  Travel, not a new 
phenomenon to the 20th Century, has been occurring since ancient times (Ceballos-
Lascuráin, 1996; Honey, 2008). The first time the word ‘tourism’ appeared in the 
English language was in the Oxford English Dictionary in 1811 (Ceballos-Lascuráin, 
1996).  Ceballos-Lascuráin  (1996) and Honey (2008) have linked tourism back to the 
ancient Greeks such as Herodotus who reported his travel experiences as early as 
circa 484-425 B.C., Romans who traveled to thermal baths for pleasure, and to 
Aimeri de Picuad, a French monk who wrote the first acknowledged tour guide in 
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1130 for religious pilgrims visiting sacred sites in present day Spain.  Tourism has 
been constantly evolving as society has become less and less dependent on a 
subsistence livelihood and technology has increased the ease and quickness of travel.  
The dawn of the Renaissance with its increased focus on education and art sparked a 
greater interest in travel for pleasure, education, and knowledge (Ceballos-Lascuráin, 
1996).  Tourism’s evolutionary nature has allowed it to continually adjust to new 
technological advances in transportation and new ways of disseminating travel 
information. The rise of tourism has mirrored the developments in transportation such 
as boats, railways, the automobile, and the airplane.  These transportation advances 
coupled with more industrialization and the rise of capitalism have provided spare 
time, extra money, and the means to travel anywhere in the world. Ceballos-
Lascuráin (1996) provides a lists of exogenous variables that have contributed to the 
growth of tourism.  A few of these variables affecting tourism growth are an increase 
in dual-income households, relaxation of immigration restrictions, increased paid 
leave, a more flexible working time, earlier retirement, improved travel safety, 
techonlogical advances, and increased awareness of travel opportunites (Ceballos-
Lascuráin, 1996). With these advances, tourism has evolved from being a luxury 
experience for the aristocracy to a multi-trillion dollar industry providing jobs for 10 
percent of the world’s population (WTTC- World Travel & Tourism Council, 2008). 
As tourism continues to evolve and redefine itself, the world’s economy has become 
more dependent upon tourism revenue. 
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Tourism’s Impact on the Economy 
 
The tourism industry or as some argue tourism industries (Leiper, 2008) have 
continued to see rapid economic growth since post World War II (UNWTO- United 
Nations World Tourism Organization, 2008).  Many even claim that tourism has 
become the largest industry in the world (Goeldner and Ritchie, 2009; UNWTO, 
2008).  The economic impact of tourism on the global economy in 2008 is forecasted 
to be substantial with tourism expected to generate US $5.89 trillion of economic 
activity and 238 million jobs accounting for 9.9% of the total Gross Domestic Product 
(GDP) and 8.4% of total world employment respectively according to the World 
Travel and Tourism Council (WTTC, 2008). The world’s GDP is forecasted to 
become even more dependent on tourism with expenditures almost doubling within 
the next 10 years to US$ 10.855 trillion in 2018 (WTTC, 2008).  While the previous 
economic numbers demonstrate tourism’s significance to the world’s economy, it 
should also be noted that tourism expenditures constituted a large portion of the 
United States GDP.  The Travel Industry Association (TIA) reports that “In 2006, 
domestic and international travelers spent $699.8 billion in the U.S. This generated 
over 7.5 million jobs directly, $178.1 billion in payroll income, and $109.9 billion in 
tax revenue for federal, state, and local governments” (Tien & Cook, 2007).  Of the 
US $700 billion tourism expenditures in the United States, US $614 billion was spent 
by domestic travelers and US$ 86 billion spent by international visitors (Tien & 
Cook, 2007).  Since many countries, and the world as a whole, depend upon tourism 
dollars, it is important to study tourism and its economic, social, cultural, and 
environmental impacts, so that the revenue does not stop flowing due to degraded 
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travel destinations. The economic significance of tourism and the potential of tourism 
to harm destinations as noted by Honey (2008) points to the need for a new form of 
tourism that aims to limit the negative impacts of visitors while enhancing the 
positive impacts.  In the next section, the evolution of mass tourism to sustainable 
tourism is discussed. 
Mass Tourism to Sustainable Tourism 
 
 Much of tourism since the end of World War II has fallen under the category 
of ‘mass tourism’ based upon its Fordist model approach, which concentrates on high 
standardization of tourism services and lack of product differentiation (Perez & 
Sampol, 2000). This explosion of mass tourism during the mid part of the 20th century 
has become synonymous with large-scale tourism that focuses on the “four S’s” of 
sun, sea, sand, and sex (Ceballos-Lascuráin, 1996; Honey, 2008).  Even though ‘mass 
tourism’ was once hailed as a harmless solution to unemployment and struggling 
economies, its proposed benefits have been exposed as marginal (Honey, 2008).  
Honey (2008) describes mass tourism’s impact as often bringing “overdevelopment 
and uneven development, environmental pollution, and invasion by culturally 
insensitive and economically disruptive foreigners (Honey, 2008, p. 10).  Khan 
(1997) argues that mass tourism forces destinations in developing countries to be 
dependent on export markets and subject to foreign powers.    
The perceived failures of mass tourism to holistically benefit a destination’s 
character, including its culture, economy, and environment, has created a global 
concern for the future of tourism destinations managed under the mass tourism 
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model. The global community responded to the negative impacts of tourism by 
holding meetings such as the 1980 Manila Declaration on World Tourism and 1989 
Hague Declaration on Tourism, which addressed the potential threats of tourism and 
called for destinations to adapt more sustainable approaches to tourism development 
(Ceballos-Lascuráin, 1996).  While the 1980 Manila Declaration and 1989 Hague 
Declaration brought attention to the impacts of tourism to the surface, it was the 
publication of Our Common Future (WCED, 1987), also referred to as the Bruntland 
Report, that brought the concept of sustainable development into the international 
arena (Hardy, Beeton, & Pearson, 2002).  Our Common Future (WCED, 1987) has 
been attributed to being the father of sustainable development by many, and defines 
sustainable development as “development that meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (Butler, 
1999; Hardy, Beeton, & Pearson, 2002; WCED, 1987). While Our Common Future 
does not directly address tourism development as Butler (1999) citing Wall (1996) 
notes, Butler (1999) acknowledges that the concept of sustainable development has 
forever changed the nature of the tourism industry. The success of sustainable 
development and its offspring, sustainable tourism, can be partly attributed to 
convergence of scientific, economic, sociocultural and environmental problems all at 
once during the 1980’s resulting in a global push for conservation (Hardy, Beeton, & 
Pearson, 2002).  
While there is a common, agreed upon definition for sustainable development 
thanks to Our Common Future, there are many different interpretations of what 
sustainable tourism is supposed to be (Butler , 1999).  Butler (1999, pg. 11) argues 
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that sustainable tourism’s ambiguity has resulted in its success because it is 
“indefinable and thus has become all things to all interested parties,” which allows the 
term to be used for the subjective purposes of the definer. Butler (1999) examines a 
few of these sustainable tourism definitions in his article titled Sustainable tourism: a 
state-of-the-art review. A list of the differing sustainable tourism definitions provided 
by Butler (1999) can be found in Table 1. The lack of a common unifying definition 
for sustainable tourism will also be significant to the abundance of ecotourism 
definitions mentioned in the following paragraphs.  Even though Butler (1999) 
addresses the subjectivity of sustainable tourism definitions six years earlier, he has 
added his very own definition to the many vague definitions of sustainable tourism.  
Butler (1993) defines sustainable development in terms of a tourism context as: 
Tourism which is developed and maintained in an area (community, 
environment) in such a manner and at such a scale that it remains viable over 
an indefinite period and does not degrade or alter the environment (human and 
physical) in which it exists to such a degree that it prohibits the successful 
development and wellbeing of other activities and processes.  That is not the 
same as sustainable tourism, which may be thought as tourism which is in a 
form which can maintain its viability in an area for an indefinite period of 
time” (Butler, 1993, p. 29).   
The focus of Butler’s (1993) definition is on the long term ‘viability’ of the tourism 
destination. In a previous article, Butler (1980) provides the well cited “tourism area 
cycle of evolution” model, which depicts the potential problems of having an 
unsustainable model for tourism causing tourism destinations to deteriorate by 
exceeding the area’s carrying capacity. It is this desire to save the tourism destination 
from collapse that has pushed sustainble tourism to the forefront of the tourism 
literature. Not only do local people want to protect their environment and culture, but 
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they are realizing that the intactness of their destination is what attracts tourists. The 
health of the destination and the health of tourism are directly tied to one another. 
This awareness of tourism’s potential negative impacts has given rise to the 
popularity of sustainable tourism. 
Table 1.  Definitions of Sustainable Tourism from Butler (1999) 
*Tourism which meets the needs of present tourists and host regions while 
protecting and enhancing opportunity for the future. (World Tourism Organization 1993: 7) 
 
*Sustainable tourism is tourism and associated infrastructures that: both now 
and in the future operate within natural capacities for the regeneration and 
future productivity of natural resources; recognize the contribution that people 
and communities, customs and lifestyles, make to the tourism experience;  
accept that these people must have an equitable share in the economic benefits 
of local people and communities in the host areas. (Eber 1992: 3) 
 
*Tourism which can sustain local economies without damaging the environment 
on which it depends. (Countryside Commission 1995: 2) 
 
*It must be capable of adding to the array of economic opportunities open to 
people without adversely affecting the structure of economic activity. 
Sustainable tourism ought not to interfere with existing forms of social organization. 
Finally, sustainable tourism must respect the limits imposed by ecological 
communities. (Payne 1993: 154-5) 
 
*Sustainable tourism in parks (and other areas) must primarily be defined in 
terms of sustainable ecosystems. (Woodley 1993: 94) 
 
*Sustainable tourism is tourism which develops as quickly as possible, taking 
into account of [sic] current accommodation capacity, the local population and 
the environment, and: Tourism that respects the environment and as a consequence does not 
aid its own disappearance. This is especially important in saturated areas, and: 
Sustainable tourism is responsible tourism, (quoted in Bramwell, Henry, Jackson, Prat, 
Richards & van der Straaten 1996a: 10-11) 
  
The Evolution and Segmentation of Sustainable Tourism 
 
 The approach to what constitutes sustainable tourism has evolved since it was 
inspired by Our Common Future (1987). Clarke (1997) in the article titled “A 
Framework of Approaches to Sustainable Tourism” provides a review of how the 
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concept of sustainable tourism has been viewed in light of mass tourism.  Clarke 
(1997) provides three separate and evolving positions to view the relationship 
between sustainable tourism and mass tourism. The early view of mass tourism and 
sustainable tourism as being one of polar opposites has evolved to one of a continuim 
between the two, and now to a position of convergence where sustainble tourism is a 
goal of all types of tourism regardless of scale (Clarke, 1997).   
The prominent and fast rise of sustainable tourism in tourism research is 
demonstrated by the creation of the Journal of Sustainable Tourism in 1993, which 
publishes articles pertaining to sustainable tourism six times a year.  Sustainable 
tourism’s popularity is also evident in the acceptance of it as a potential ideology for 
saving tourism destinations or minimizing tourism’s impact on future destinations. 
Sustainable tourism’s success has given rise to many smaller niche definitions.  As 
mentioned earlier, much of the success of sustainable tourism has been attributed to it 
being “indefinable and thus has become all things to all interested parties” (Butler, 
1999).  Since the interpretation is open to the individual, there have been many off- 
shoots of sustainable tourism within the last 25 years.  The fragmentation of 
sustainable tourism has birthed new tourism sectors such as ecotourism (Ceballos-
Lascuráin, 1996), geotourism (Stokes, Cook, & Drew, 2003), ‘new tourism’ 
(Rosenow & Pulsipher, 1979), ethnic tourism (Moscardo & Pearce, 1999), pro-poor 
tourism (Ashley & Roe, 2002), alternative tourism (Butler, 1990), literary tourism 
(Squire, 1996), justice tourism (Scheyvens, 2002), reconciliation tourism (Higgins-
Desbiolles, 2006), and volunteer tourism (Wearing, 2001) just to name a few.  The 
following discussion will focus on two of these sustainable tourism sectors, 
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ecotourism and geotourism.  The examination will begin by first looking at 
ecotourism and its development, and then highlighting the creation of geotourism and 
how it has evolved to be different from ecotourism. 
Ecotourism 
 
Out of the many offspring of sustainable tourism, one sector, ecotourism has 
risen above the rest and achieved the dominant status as the most well known sector 
of sustainable tourism.  Like sustainable tourism, there is not one unifying definition 
of ecotourism, but at least 85 as Fennell (2001) notes.  Indications of ecotourism’s 
prominence are seen in the creation of the Journal of Ecotourism in 2002, the decision 
to declare 2002 as the year of ecotourism by the United Nations, and that ecotourism 
courses are now taught at the university level (Weaver & Lawton, 2007).  The most 
cited and accepted definition of ecotourism among the hundreds is attributed to 
Ceballos-Lascurain (Fennell, 2001; Honey, 2008; Lück M. , 2002). Ceballos-
Lascurain has claimed to have coined the term “ecotourism” in 1987, and defines 
ecotourism as “Traveling to relatively undisturbed or uncontaminated natural areas 
with the specific objective of studying, admiring, and enjoying the scenery and its 
wild plants and animals, as well as any existing cultural manifestations (both past and 
present) found in these areas” (Ceballos-Lascurain, 1987 cited in Ceballos-Lascurain, 
1996).  While the Ceballos-Lascurain definition of ecotourism is heavily cited, there 
are still many definitions of ecotourism that vary in agreement of what exactly 
constitutes ecotourism (Fennell, 2001; Juric, Cornwell, & Mather, 2002) (Fennell, 
2001; Juric, Bettina, & Mather, 2002). For instance Juric et al. (2002), in their article 
provide a table of different ecotourism definitions. In the table Juric et al. (2002) cites 
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McNeely’s (1988) definition of ecotourism as “visitors who travel to protected areas,” 
and Saleh and Karwacki (1996) definition of an ecotourist “as a person who seeks to 
experience relatively undisturbed natural areas” (Juric et. al, 2002). The Swedish 
Ecotourism Association defines ecotourism as “playful exploration, meeting locals, 
and adventure with passion (Buckley, 2007), and The International Ecotourism 
Society (TIES) defines ecotourism as “responsible travel to natural areas that 
conserves the environment and improves the well-being of the local people” (TIES, 
2008).  Blamey (2001) summarizes the many popular definitions of ecotourism into 
three near consensus principles: “it (ecotourism) should be nature based, 
environmentally educated, and sustainably managed” (Blamey, 2001). These three 
broad principles of ecotourism have left the door open for anyone to define 
ecotourism or to claim that their operation is an ecotourism operation as long as it has 
a nature component. Honey (2008, pg. 13) believes that this “confusion over the 
definition of ecotourism is partly due to its historical roots, which broadly stated, can 
be traced to four sources: (1) scientific, conservation, and nongovernmental 
organizations (NGOs); (2) multilateral aid institutions; (3) developing countries; and 
(4) the travel industry and traveling public.”  Recently, National Geographic, a 
private organization with an excellent, well respected name across the globe, has 
jumped on the bandwagon and created their own tourism segment, similar, but 
different than ecotourism, coined “geotourism” (Stokes et al., 2003). The next 
discussion will introduce the concept of geotourism and demonstrate how it differs 
from ecotourism. 
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Geotourism 
 
 Geotourism is a new niche market of tourism centered on sustaining and 
enhancing the geographical character of place (Stokes et al., 2003). The components 
of geotourism have existed since the inception of sustainable tourism, but it was not 
until 1997 that Jonathan Tourtellot of National Geographic defined the term 
geotourism as “encompassing all aspects of travel- not just the environment…tourism 
that sustains or enhances the geographical character of a place-its environment, 
heritage, aesthetics, culture, and well being of its residents- describes completely all 
aspects of sustainability in travel.” (Stokes et al., 2003).  Geotourism is a holistic 
approach to sustainable tourism focusing on all definable points that create an 
authentic travel experience (Stokes et al., 2003).   Geotourism’s mission to preserve 
the geographical character of the destination differentiates it from other forms of 
sustainable tourism.  Instead of focusing on one specific dimension of the travel 
experience such as the environment, community or culture, geotourism encompasses 
various types of travel experiences into one definition that focuses on sustaining the 
geographical character of the destination.  It is beneficial for both the tourist and the 
visited because it provides tourists with an authentic experience while the 
destination’s unique qualities are preserved.  By emphasizing the unique features of 
the travel destination, geotourism ideally should provide a tourism industry that 
protects the region’s identity while providing an authentic travel experience. 
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Geotourism’s Place within Sustainable Tourism 
 
 Tourtellot’s definition of geotourism is not entirely original, but has evolved 
from the previous concepts of sustainable development, sustainable tourism, and 
ecotourism as noted in the previous paragraphs. Geotourism differentiates itself from 
ecotourism through focusing on the geographical character of a region while many of 
ecotourism’s definitions limit ecotourism to only occurring in protected or natural 
areas.  It is important to note the ambiguity of ecotourism’s definition when 
examining the differences between ecotourism and geotourism.  The varying 
definitions of ecotourism have created some uncertainty over which definition of 
ecotourism is the most accepted in the literature (Fennell, 2001; Juric et al., 2002) 
(Fennell, 2001; Juric, Bettina, & Mather, 2002).  For instance, two definitions 
mentioned previously in the paragraph on ecotourism begin their definitions with 
“visitors who travel to protected areas” and “as a person who seeks to experience 
relatively undisturbed natural areas” (McNeely, 1988 and Saleh and Karwacki cited 
in Juric et. al, 2002). These two definitions focus on ‘protected areas’ or ‘undisturbed 
natural areas’ while geotourism’s definition does not limit itself to occurring in a 
specific landscape.  What exactly makes up ecotourism and where does it take place? 
The various definitions listed above and in the introduction to ecotourism 
demonstrate three things: one, there is little agreement over what constitutes 
ecotourism; two, most definitions limit ecotourism to natural or protected areas; and 
three, ecotourism’s definition focuses sustainability primarily on the environment 
differing from geotourism’s, which attempts to incorporate sustainability to the 
working landscape where humans interact with the environment.  All of these 
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differences between ecotourism and geotourism are evident in Fennell’s (2001) “A 
Content Analysis of Ecotourism Definitions.” Fennell’s (2001) study performed a 
content analysis on 85 unique ecotourism definitions in order to see the similarities 
and differences.  In the content analysis it was found that 45 percent of the ecotourism 
definitions mentioned that ecotourism must occur in natural areas and that 50 percent 
of the definitions make no inference to culture within their definition (Fennell, 2001).  
This clearly portrays that there is little agreement on the definition of ecotourism and 
that according to at least 50 percent of the definitions there are substantial differences 
between ecotourism and geotourism. Geotourism holistically includes the 
environment, culture, aesthetics, heritage, and well-being of the residents while 
ecotourism according to Blamey (2001) focuses primarily on nature, secondarily on 
education, and thirdly sustainability. 
Instead of debating the differences between ecotourism and geotourism, it is 
best to view geotourism as a holistic form of sustainable tourism that incorporates 
themes from various types of sustainable tourism segments such as integrated rural 
tourism (Clark & Chabrel, 2007; Ilbery, Saxena, & Kneafsey, 2007; Oliver & 
Jenkins, 2003; Saxena, Clark, Oliver, & Ilbery, 2007), cultural heritage tourism 
(Boyd, 2002; Kang & Moscardo, 2006; Moscardo & Pearce, 1999), community-based 
tourism (Blackstock, 2005; Joppe, 1996), pro-poor tourism (Ashley & Roe, 2002), 
and ecotourism (Ceballos-Lascuráin, 1996; Scheyvens, 1999).  The desire to 
experience pristine natural areas without negatively impacting them is borrowed from 
ecotourism. The desire to experience unique cultural heritage is adapted from culture 
and heritage tourism. The concern for the well-being of the local community is 
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adapted from ecotourism, integrated rural tourism (IRT), pro-poor tourism and 
community based tourism.  Geotravelers by definition are ecotourists because they 
care about sustaining the region’s environment, but ecotourists may not be labeled as 
geotravelers unless they meet all of the requirements put forth in the definition. One 
may be all about preserving the environment, but not care about experiencing the 
culture and heritage of the region.  A framework focusing on geotourism’s place 
within sustainable tourism is illustrated in Figure 1. The figure demonstrates the 
holistic nature of geotourism’s definition. Instead of being specifically tied to a 
protected area like ecotourism, geotourism is fluid and flourishes on the uniqueness 
of the entire geographical character of the destination visited.   
Thompson (2007) provides a different illustration that demonstrates 
geotourism’s place within tourism in Figure 2.  The figure from Thompson’s lecture 
demonstrates geotourism’s inclusive approach to place-based tourism. Geotourism 
encompasses all types of place-based tourism into one definition, which focuses on 
sustaining and enhancing the geographical character of a location. Its main focus is to 
keep the tourism destination authentic for the sake of both the local residents and the 
tourists.  It can include battlefields, national parks, shopping, dining, rodeos, and 
one’s accommodation; it incorporates all that makes a destination unique.   
The inability of ecotourism, cultural tourism, and other market segments of 
tourism to capture the holistic nature of truly sustainable tourism is represented by 
Boyd’s (2002) heritage tourism spectrum. Boyd’s article on heritage tourism provides 
a spectrum of different types of place-based tourism categorized by landscape and 
type of attraction. His heritage tourism spectrum not only shows how heritage tourism  
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Figure 1: Geotourism’s Place within Sustainable Tourism. 
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Figure 2.  An Illustration of How Geotourism Incorporates All Types of Placed-Based 
Tourism from Steve Thompson (2007). 
 
encompasses eco-tourism, cultural tourism, and urban tourism, but it also points to the 
need for sustainable tourism to have a more holistic definition that is not limited by 
landscape type such as urban, natural, or rural (Figure 3). 
  
Figure 3. Heritage Tourism Spectrum, (Boyd, 2002) 
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This need for a more holistic definition of sustainable tourism is met in 
geotourism even though Boyd (2002) does not call it that.  Ecotourism and other types of 
sustainable tourism do not mention the desire for a travel experience that is real, 
authentic, and original while sustaining the entire destination.  Boyd’s (2002) tourism 
spectrum shows the narrow focus of many types of tourism. For example, many 
ecotourism definitions provided previously and Boyd’s tourism spectrum limit 
ecotourism to only occurring in the pristine and protected areas. Where does the tourist 
who seeks a cultural, natural, and urban experience fit in? This is geotourism’s niche; 
geotourism’s definition challenges the boundaries of ecotourism, cultural tourism, and 
heritage tourism shown in Boyd’s (2002) heritage tourism spectrum by focusing tourism 
on the working landscape where humans and the environment interact together.  A tourist 
traveling to a region such as the Crown of the Continent may desire to experience Glacier 
National Park, go to a local rodeo in Augusta, MT, shop in Whitefish, MT, visit a 
museum about the local history in Browning, MT or attend an accordion festival in 
Kimberley, BC. Geotourism’s definition is broad and inclusive enough to allow tourism 
to occur in all areas as long as the sites are focusing on sustaining and enhancing the local 
environment, culture, heritage, aesthetics, and well-being of the local community. 
Examples of attractions that are geotouristic in nature, but do not fit into the traditional 
definition of ecotourism are historic battlefields, rodeos, festivals, historic buildings, 
quaint downtowns, and other culturally significant areas.  Another example of the 
difference between ecotourism and geotourism is traveling from an eco-lodge in a 
national park or specific protected area to another protected area.  Since ecotourism 
definitions are directly tied to nature, ecotourism stops as one leaves the specific 
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protected area or as one changes activities. What about riding the bus? What about eating 
in local restaurants? What about shopping at the local market? What about interacting 
with the local people along the way? These experiences are the core of geotourism. The 
environment is a large part of geotourism, but it is geotourism’s holistic nature to sustain 
the entire region that makes it unique from the other types of sustainable tourism. 
Section 2: Geotourism Measurement Development 
 
Now that the concept of geotourism has been introduced and the value of studying 
it has been portrayed, this section of the literature review will focus on the need for a 
measure of geotourism and the development of a survey instrument capable of measuring 
the geotouristic tendencies of travelers. The ability to measure the geotouristic tendencies 
of visitors is crucial in determining if there are actually geotravelers visiting the region. Is 
there such a thing as a geotraveler?  How are marketers and managers supposed to see 
their progress in bringing geotravelers to the region if they are not confident that the 
visitors to their region share these values of geotourism? The concept of geotourism has 
never been tested on a population to prove the existence of geotravelers. Therefore it was 
clear that an instrument capable of measuring traveler’s geotouristic tendencies was 
needed. 
A valid survey instrument identifying geotravelers should incorporate the 
definition of geotourism provided by the Travel Industry Association (TIA) and National 
Geographic.  Therefore the measurement development process consisted of critically 
examining each dimension of geotourism’s definition.   
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In reviewing each dimension within geotourism, it was clear that both attitude and 
behavior questions about the environment, cultural heritage, aesthetics, and the well-
being of the local people were needed. Assessing attitudes and behaviors is useful 
because research shows that one’s attitudes alone are not always a good predictor for 
one’s behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977).  Scott and Willits (1994) provide a good 
review of the correlations between environmental attitude and environmental behavior 
scales. Their review demonstrates the correlation between attitudes and behaviors ranges 
from as low as .10 to .36 as cited in Van Liere and Dunlap’s study (1981) to as high as 
.63 in a study by Weigel and Weigel (1978). Ajzen and Fishbein (1977) write “a person’s 
attitude toward an object influences the overall pattern of his responses to the object, but 
that it need not predict any given action” (p. 888).  Steiner and Barnhart (1972) write 
“Since one’s behavior toward any situation is in part dependent upon the constellation of 
attitudes and values which bear upon that situation, it seems more than appropriate to 
make an assessment of what people’s attitudes are concerning these issues” (p. 427).   
Since attitudes help shape behavior, but do not always predict behavior, this study 
will measure each dimension both as an attitudinal scale and a behavioral scale. This 
decision to measure values at both the attitudinal level and the behavioral level is 
consistent with the literature (Corraliza and Berenguer, 2000; Kaiser, Wölfing, & Fuhrer, 
1999; Lane, 1997; Lee and Moscardo, 2005; Scott and Willits, 1994).  Measuring the 
respondents’ geotouristic attitudes and behaviors will be useful for this study because the 
study is trying to answer the question “Are there geotravelers visiting the Crown of the 
Continent? Having an attitudinal and behavioral measure for each dimension will provide 
a more accurate representation of the true values of the respondents on all of 
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geotourism’s dimensions. It will also provide the ability to see if there are discrepancies 
between travelers’ attitudes and behaviors on each dimension of geotourism and on the 
concept of geotourism as a whole.  
Geotourism’s definition addresses sustaining and enhancing five core dimensions 
of an area’s geographical character; the environment, culture, aesthetics, heritage, and the 
well-being of the local people (Stokes, Cook, & Drew, 2003).  Each of the five 
dimensions of geotourism was researched within the literature to provide a theoretical 
background to justify the creation of a new scale or to see if a previously tested scale 
could be used.  After reviewing the literature, it was evident that the cultural and heritage 
dimensions from geotourism’s definition were similar and overlapped. Since the 
academic literature treats the two topics of culture and heritage as synonymous, in most 
cases, the components of culture and heritage will be referred to as cultural heritage in 
this study (Bonn, Joseph-Mathews, Dai, Hayes & Cave, 2007; Caton & Santos, 2007; 
McIntosh & Prentice, 1999; McKercher & du Cros, 2002).   The following section will 
review the academic literature on each dimension of geotourism and provide a 
justification for the questions and scales chosen for measurement.  
Environmental Dimension 
 
Sustaining or enhancing a region’s environment is one of the five core dimensions 
of geotourism’s definition (Stokes, Cook, & Drew, 2003).  The desire to measure 
environmental concern can be traced back to the environmental revolution of the 1960’s 
and 1970’s sparked by books such as Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring and the publicity of 
environmental disasters such as the Cuyahoga River erupting in flames, love canal and 
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three mile island (Cordano, Welcomer, & Scherer, 2003). Since the rise in environmental 
awareness during the 1960’s and 1970’s, there have been many studies conducted 
regarding the measurement of environmental concern that can be found in academic 
literature (Corraliza & Berenguer, 2000; Dunlap & Van Liere, 1978; Dunlap, Van Liere, 
Mertig, & Jones, 2000; Kaiser, 1998; Kaiser, Wölfing, & Fuhrer, 1999; Lee & Moscardo, 
2005; Maloney & Ward, 1973; Maloney, Ward & Braucht, 1975; Schultz & Zelezny, 
1998; Schultz & Zelezny, 1999; Scott & Willits, 1994; Thompson & Barton, 1994; 
Weigel & Weigel, 1978).  While these are only a few of the articles pertaining to 
environmental attitudes and behavior, they are the most relevant to this project and the 
literature.  
 The underlying value that most of these environmental attitudes/behavior articles 
attempt to measure is ‘do the respondents have a pro-environmental world view?’ 
(Corraliza and Berenguer, 2000; Dunlap and Van Liere, 1978; Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig 
and Jones, 2000; Kaiser, 1998; Kaiser, Wölfing, and Fuher, 1999; Lee and Moscardo, 
2005; Maloney and Ward, 1973; Maloney, Ward, & Braught, 1975; Schultz and Zelezny, 
1998; Schultz and Zelezny, 1999, Scott and Willits, 1994; Stern, Dietz, and Guagnano, 
1995; Weigel and Weigel, 1978).  Thompson and Barton (1994) describe this pro-
environmental world view as an ecocentric attitude while Dunlap et al. (2000) describes it 
as a New Ecological Paradigm.  Stern et al. (1995) describe this view of the world as 
“folk ecology” referring to basic beliefs on how the world works.  Even though there is 
differing terminology within the literature, the same environmental values are consistent 
throughout the articles.  The researchers measure one’s environmental worldview in two 
ways.  The first measure consists of one’s attitude towards nature or how they interpret 
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humans’ role in the natural world. This is also referred to as an ecocentric or 
anthropocentric worldview (Dunlap and Van Liere, 1978; Dunlap et. al, 2000; Lee and 
Moscardo, 2005; Maloney and Ward, 1973; Maloney et al., 1975; Scott and Willits, 
1994; Thompson and Barton, 1994). The second measure of one’s environmental 
worldview is the tendency to participate in pro-environmental behavior such as recycling, 
conserving energy, or taking pro-environmental political action (Corraliza and 
Berenguer, 2000; Kaiser, 1998; Kaiser et. al, 1999; Schultz and Zelezny, 1998; Weigel 
and Weigel, 1978).  Some studies accounting for both environmental attitudes and 
behaviors included Lee and Moscardo (2005), Schultz and Zelezny (1998), and Scott and 
Willits (1994).  These studies indicate that it is necessary to incorporate both the attitude 
and behaviors to accurately measure one’s environmental values. Based upon 
geotourism’s definition, it is implied that a geotraveler should have a pro-environmental 
worldview, so that their travel and daily livelihoods leave as little environmental footprint 
as possible. 
Environmental Attitudes 
 
The literature on environmental attitudes can be originally traced back to the 
Maloney and Ward (1973) article “Ecology: Let’s Hear it From the People,” which 
created one of the first scales to measure ecological attitudes. This ecological attitudes 
scale consisted of 128 items measuring respondents’ verbal and actual commitment 
towards environmentally friendly behaviors, their perceived affect of environmental 
degradation, and general knowledge of the environment (Maloney et al., 1975).  The 
original scale was revised in 1975 to a more concise and efficient 45 item scale (Maloney 
et al., 1975).  The scale provided by Maloney et al., (1975) summarizes the general 
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attitudes, concerns, behaviors, and knowledge pertaining to ecology in an attempt to 
provide a starting point to better understand and remedy poor ecological behavior.  
 Two more environmental values scales appeared in the literature in 1978. The 
first of these was Weigel and Weigel’s 1978 article, “Environmental Concern; The 
Development of a Measure.”  Weigel’s scale provided a new and improved measure of 
environmental concern consisting of 16 items focusing on issues regarding pollution and 
energy/water conservation practices (Weigel & Weigel, 1978). The second and more 
heavily cited of these two scales is the New Environmental Paradigm (NEP) created by 
Dunlap and Van Liere (1978). The NEP scale has become the “most accepted and used 
measure of environmental concern” (Stern et. al, 1995).  The goal of the NEP scale is to 
provide a measure for those who view the world through a pro-environmental paradigm 
(Dunlap et. al, 2000).  The environmental world view provided by the NEP scale is 
characteristic of the segment of tourists that geotourism desires to attract.  This is 
achieved by asking questions that seek the respondents’ primitive beliefs towards the 
environment (Dunlap et. al. 2000).  The newest revised version of the NEP from Dunlap 
et al. (2000) improves upon the original scale by tapping a wider range of facets of  an 
ecological worldview, by offering a balanced set of pro and anti-NEP items, and by 
avoiding out-dated  terminology (Dunlap et. al, 2000). The 1973 scale’s original name 
was “The New Environmental Paradigm,” and the new revised version is titled “The New 
Ecological Paradigm” (Dunlap & Van Liere, 1978; Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig, & Jones, 
2000).  The reliability of the original and the revised NEP scale has been reported by 
many as being high with corresponding alpha scores around 0.7.  Cordano et al. (2003) 
report Cronbach alpha scores of .73 for the original study and .79 for the revised edition. 
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These high reliability scores are consistent with Stern and others (1995) findings and with 
Dunlap and others (2000) findings which both yielded alpha scores of .83.  Lück (2003) 
investigated the use of the original NEP scale in the tourism setting, and found that all but 
one sample from one case had high reliability scores. Other studies that have used a 
version of Dunlap and Van Liere’s NEP scale in a tourism context are Hingham, Carr, & 
Gale (2001), Lane (1997), Lee & Moscardo (2005), Luo & Deng (2008), Noe & Snow( 
1990), Ryan (1999), Uysal, Jurowski, Noe, & McDonald (1994), and Wurzinger & 
Johansson (2006).  Based upon the many statistical tests performed on the NEP scales, its 
universal acceptance as a reliable measure of people’s environmental concern, and its use 
within the context of tourism, Dunlap’s revised NEP will be a useful tool to measure the 
environmental attitudes dimension of the geotourism definition.   
While the literature seems to accept the NEP as a reliable scale, there is 
disagreement over the dimensionality of the scale (Dunlap et. al, 2000).  In Lück’s (2003) 
review of the previous tourism literature that uses the NEP scale, he found that the 
dimensionality ranged from 1-5 factors, with a majority of research showing three 
dimensions. Rideout, Hushen, McGinty, Perkins, and Tate’s (2005) analysis of the NEP 
scale revealed that there were up to four factors with eigenvalues over one, but was not 
problematic because all the items loaded heavily on the first unrotated factor. Their 
research concludes that the NEP scale is a good unidimensional measure of pro-
ecological worldview (Rideout et al., 2005).  This is consistent with Dunlap and others 
(2000) findings, which show that all 15 items loaded heavily on the first unrotated factor, 
suggesting that there is a strong single dimension despite the multiple factors present. The 
statistical tool of factor analysis can often be used to justify both the unidimensionality of 
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the scale and its multidimensionality, based upon how the researcher interprets the 
results. Given that the scale has good reliability and validity, the NEP scale should be 
used as a single scale measuring a pro-environmental worldview with the acceptance that 
there may be multiple dimension based upon the population sampled (Dunlap et. al, 
2000). 
Environmental Behavior  
 
 While there are many measures for environmental behavior throughout the 
literature, there is little agreement about which scale best represents respondents’ true 
behaviors. This is often attributed to the inconsistency in people’s environmental 
behavior (Kaiser, 1998).  Behaviors are also hard to measure since they are affected by a 
myriad of influences including social/cultural influences and facilitation constraints 
(Kaiser, 1998).  Even though there is not a single measure of environmental behavior that 
the literature has embraced like the Dunlap and others’ NEP scale (1978) for 
environmental attitudes, many of the environmental behavior scales have similar items 
that measure common themes. Items pertaining to recycling, energy conservation, water 
conservation, pollution, and transportation habits are common through the literature 
(Corraliza and Berenguer, 2000; Kaiser, 1998; Maloney et al., 1975; Schultz and 
Zelezny, 1998).  Scales vary from very general measures of environmental behavior 
(Schultz and Zelezny, 1998), to more specific measures (Corraliza and Berenguer, 2000; 
Kaiser, 1998; Maloney et al., 1975). It is best to measure aggregated behaviors since 
specific behaviors are subjected to many influences that may not accurately represent true 
behavior (Kaiser, 1998). Schultz and Zelezny (1998) incorporate all of the common 
themes associated with environmental behavior into one scale that measures the 
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frequency of recycling, use of public transportation, water conservation, energy 
conservation, and purchasing environmentally friendly products.  Schultz and Zelezny’s 
(1998) scale had a recorded alpha reliability of .67 for the sample taken within the United 
States. For the purpose of this study, an adapted version of Schultz and Zelezny’s (1998) 
scale will be used since it provides a general measure of environmental behavior that is 
representative of the common themes expressed throughout the environmental behavior 
literature.  The items from this scale were originally asked as ordinal scale questions with 
choice options ranging from daily, weekly, monthly, and never. In order to perform 
multivariate statistics on the findings, the scale was modified to a six-point scale with 
answers ranging from how likely or how unlikely the respondent was to participate in the 
listed behavior. The original questions were also modified to make them more respondent 
friendly and less biased. For example, public transportation was changed to ‘a form of 
transportation other than your personal automobile,’ and examples of conserving water 
and conserving energy were added to give the respondent examples of other forms of pro-
environmental behavior. 
Environmental Attitudes and Behaviors towards Travel Services 
 
 An important element of a geotraveler’s environmental attitudes involves his or 
her decision on where to stay during their travel. The most appropriate scale to measure a 
travelers’ concern for environmentally responsible accommodations is Lee and 
Moscardo’s (2005) scale on eco-friendly accommodations and tours.  The scale was 
derived to measure visitors’ pre-visit and post-visit environmental attitudes towards 
‘green accommodations.’ It can be assumed from the definition of geotourism that a 
geotraveler would be very willing to use an environmentally responsible company if they 
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were aware of it. It should also be noted that geotravelers should be proactively searching 
for lodging options that minimize their environmental impact. This scale was chosen as 
the indicator of a traveler’s environmental ethic and environmental behavior while 
traveling.  
Environmental Dimension Summary  
 
Since the literature breaks down environmental concern by attitudes and behavior, 
this study has taken existing scales from the literature to measure both the attitudes and 
behaviors of the respondents (Lee and Moscardo, 2005; Schultz and Zelezny, 1998; Scott 
and Willits, 1994). For the environmental attitudes dimension, the reliable and highly 
tested New Environmental Paradigm Scale by Dunlap et al. (2000) will be used.  The 
NEP scale has been called “the most prominent measure of environmental attitudes” 
(Schultz and Zelezny, 1999, and “the most widely used measure of environmental 
concern (Cordano et al., 2003).  The revised version of the NEP from Dunlap et al. 
(2000) was adapted to an eight item scale based upon Cordano and others (2003) findings 
that an abbreviated NEP scale explains as much variance as the revised NEP scale and 
can be used when researchers have limited space available on their survey. This modified 
NEP scale was combined with a modified version of Schultz and Zelezny’s (1998) 
environmental behavior scale, and a modified environmental lodging scale from Lee and 
Moscardo (2005) to create an instrument that measures the environmental dimension of 
geotourism. 
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Cultural Heritage Dimension 
 
 The cultural heritage dimension of Tourtellot’s geotourism definition describes a 
tourist who is concerned with sustaining and enhancing the local culture and heritage 
through their travels (Stokes et al., 2003).  Geotravelers intentionally seek out authentic 
cultural heritage experiences (Stokes et. al, 2003).  The original TIA study on geotourism 
separates the elements of culture and heritage in the geotourism definition, but measures 
the two elements under the same scale of questions. Measuring the two types of tourism 
as a one-dimensional construct is consistent with the literature’s interpretation. Across the 
literature, culture and heritage are interchangeably used or are jointly referred to as 
cultural heritage (Bonn et al., 2007; Boyd, 2002; Caton and Santos, 2007; McKercher and 
du Cros, 2002; Poria, Butler, & Airey, 2003; Stokes et al., 2003).  An example of this 
interchangeability between culture and heritage is evident in Poria et al. (2003), where 
the authors shorten “cultural heritage” to “heritage” for simplicity.  Likewise, Bonn et al. 
(2007) uses heritage/culture in the article’s definition, so that readers will understand that 
they are referring to the same type of tourism. The measurement of heritage and culture 
go hand-and-hand with each other throughout the tourism literature. Based upon the 
literature on culture and heritage, this study will consider tourists’ concerns for culture 
and their desire to experience culture identical to their feelings towards heritage, and will 
refer to it as cultural heritage tourism. 
 Cultural heritage tourism is a complex form of tourism, and consequently has 
many different definitions (Boyd, 2002; McKercher and du Cros, 2002).  Boyd (2002) 
provides a holistic definition of heritage tourism, which encompasses travel to areas that 
“…have natural, cultural, and historic attractions such as national and provincial parks, 
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nature reserves, museums, galleries, cultural festivals and special celebrations.”  
McKercher and du Cros (2002) use the World Tourism Organization (WTO) definition of 
cultural tourism as an example of what motivates cultural tourists; the WTO definition is 
“movements of people essentially for cultural motivations such as study tours, 
performing arts and cultural tours, travel to festivals and other events, visits to sites and 
monuments, travel to study nature, folklore or art, and pilgrimages” (WTO 1985:6 cited 
in McKercher and du Cros, 2002).  As depicted in the definitions, cultural/heritage 
tourism encompasses all tourists who intentionally visit culturally significant sites and 
events.    
 The core component of cultural heritage tourism is the authentic experience 
(Apostolakis, 2003; Bonn et. al., 2007; Boyd, 2002; Caton and Santos, 2007; Halewood 
and Hannam, 2001; McIntosh and Prentice, 1999; Moscardo, 1996; Moscardo and 
Pearce, 1999; Yeoman, Brass, and McHahon-Beattie, 2007).  Other words used to 
describe the authentic experience are unique, (Apostolakis, 2003; Bonn et. al., 2007; 
Cohen, 2002; Halewood and Hannam, 2001) original, and real, not fake or impure, 
(Yeoman et al., 2007), and unspoiled, pristine, genuine, untouched or traditional 
(Handler, 1986).  It is apparent that cultural heritage tourists desire an experience they 
have never had before and is entirely unique to the specific geographical location. While 
authenticity is essential to cultural heritage tourism, the authenticity of a site depends 
upon the viewer’s perception of it (McIntosh and Prentice, 1999). Tourists are 
responsible for their own interpretation of authenticity, and McIntosh and Prentice (1999) 
use the phrase ‘selective assimilation’ to describe this production of authenticity. 
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 An important part of the authentic experience is the experience itself.  There are 
many factors that drive the cultural heritage experience. Two main motivations for 
cultural heritage tourists can be broken down into either a desire to learn more about 
history and culture (Halewood and Hannam, 2001) or a desire to nostalgically relive the 
past (Caton and Santos, 2007), or a mixture of both (McIntosh and Prentice, 1999). 
McIntosh and Prentice (1999) describe the desire for an authentic learning experience as 
‘insightfulness.’ Kang and Moscardo (2006) attempt to measure tourists’ ‘insightfulness’ 
with questions that ask how tourists seek out cultural heritage learning experiences both 
before their trip, and during their travels.  Nostalgia glorifies the past by invoking a 
feeling that the old times were somehow better than our present situation (Caton and 
Santos, 2007). Whether nostalgia or ‘insightfulness’ drives one’s motivation to consume 
cultural heritage, cultural heritage tourists seek the perception of an authentic 
representation of the local history and culture. This desire for authenticity is crucial to the 
geotraveler, but how each geotraveler perceives authenticity will differ based on their 
expectations and background.  
  Cultural heritage tourism is a very popular topic in the tourism literature. 
Unfortunately, most of the cultural heritage literature is destination specific (Halewood 
and Hannam, 2001), studies the tourists’ perceptions following their visit, (Prentice, Witt, 
and Hamer, 1998) or focuses on local residents’ attitudes towards cultural tourism 
(Bachleitner and Zins, 1999).  The goal of this study is to measure the concern for 
cultural heritage from a visitors’ perspective in order to see if visitors share the values of 
sustaining or enhancing the region’s cultural heritage with residents.  Tourists’ 
perceptions towards cultural heritage have been studied by Kang and Moscardo, (2006); 
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and Moscardo and Pearce, (1999).  Kang and Moscardo’s (2006) study provides survey 
items that measure the reason tourists travel and how or if they study their destination 
prior to visiting.  The survey provides questions that measure the importance of culture to 
the travel experience. These will be useful in measuring the tourist’s concern for having a 
unique cultural experience.  In the study conducted by Moscardo and Pearce (1999), the 
different cultural benefits and features sought by the tourists were measured.  These items 
measure visitors’ intent to experience a unique culture and their desire to visit specific 
types of cultural heritage sites. Moscardo and Pearce’s (1999) scale will be very helpful 
in demonstrating whether or not a respondent has the geotraveler tendency of desiring 
authentic cultural heritage.  Both scales provide questions measuring the motives for 
cultural travel as well as their involvement in cultural heritage.  Mixing these two scales 
with other questions derived from the literature’s definition of cultural heritage tourism 
will provide a basis to test if tourists value an authentic cultural experience.  
Cultural Heritage Summary 
 
In summary, geotravelers desire cultural heritage experiences that are real, 
genuine and authentic.  They do not want fake or impure experiences, but something that 
is educational and makes them feel more in touch with themselves and their surroundings 
(Yeoman et al., 2007).   Specific cultural heritage sites can range from museums, art 
galleries and cultural festivals to national monuments and folklore sites. Almost anything 
that is unique and culturally significant to the travel destination fits a cultural heritage 
concept (Boyd, 2002; WTO, 1985:6).  There are a multitude of cultural heritage sites, and 
all are valid sites as long as the hosts and the visitors recognize it as a place of unique 
cultural heritage.  The survey questions for the cultural heritage component of geotourism 
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will be a mix of questions taken from the Kang and Moscardo’s (2006) scale, Moscardo 
and Pearce’s (1999) scale, and items derived from the cultural heritage definitions 
provided by Boyd (2002) and the WTO (1985). This study will measure not only the 
attitudes of tourists towards experiencing cultural heritage while they travel, but also the 
tourists’ tendency to visit cultural heritage sites while traveling.  The behavior questions 
pertaining to cultural heritage are phrased as ‘how likely or unlikely’ one is to visit a 
certain cultural heritage site such as a museum or art gallery.  
Aesthetics Dimension 
 
 Another component of Tourtellot’s geotourism definition describes a tourist who 
values the aesthetics of a destination (Stokes et. al, 2003).  Even though aesthetics is 
included in the definition of geotourism, it is somewhat of a subjective term, and not 
limited to the desires of only geotravelers. Since Tourtellot included aesthetics in the 
definition of geotourism, it must be included within a survey that measures one’s 
geotraveler tendencies.  This section will examine the origins of aesthetics and use the 
previous literature on aesthetics to create survey items that measure the traveler’s 
aesthetic attitude and behavior.   
 The word aesthetic was originally used by philosophers to refer to the beauty of 
art, but recently it has been applied to the scenic beauty of natural landscapes (Brady, 
2003; Chenoweth and Gobster, 1990).  The experience of beauty has been studied since 
classical times by philosophers such as Aristotle and Plato (Shusterman, 1997). Their 
“premodern aesthetic” view of beauty was an objective view where the object’s beauty 
was non-interpretational unlike the modern view of aesthetics, which has tried to explain 
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the aesthetic experience as a subjective experience leaving beauty’s interpretation in the 
eyes of the beholder (Shusterman, 1997).  The formal study of aesthetics began in the 18th 
century when philosophers such as Baumgarten, Kant, Hume, Hutcheson, Shaftesbury, 
and Burke took on the task of understanding beauty (Brady, 2003).  Immanuel Kant 
describes the aesthetic experience as a ‘disinterested’ pleasure (Kant, 2007, cited in 
Chenoweth and Gobster, 1990; Gobster, 1999; Kemp, 1999; Richards, 2001).  
Chenoweth and Gobster (1990) describe Kant’s disinterestedness as an aesthetic 
appreciation that simply enjoys the object studied for its intrinsic worth without assigning 
any value or use to the object being viewed.  For the purpose of Chenoweth and 
Gobster’s (1990) study, they provided the following definition of an aesthetic experience 
for their sample of students: 
The aesthetic experience seems to isolate both us and that which we are 
experiencing aesthetically, from the flow of daily experience. We feel as though 
life had suddenly become arrested, for we are absorbed in the object of our 
attention and abandon any thought of its utility or function. We do not classify it, 
study it, judge it, nor consider it for any ulterior purpose it may serve.  We are 
wholly in the present with no thought of the past or future. There is no purpose or 
motivation behind our experience other than just having the experience for its 
own sake (Chenoweth and Gobster, 1990).  
 
Chenoweth and Gobster’s (1990) definition demonstrates that an aesthetic experience is 
an emotional response to an object of one’s attention. Urry (1992) places these aesthetic 
experiences within the bounds of visual sensations. The sensations that invoke an 
aesthetic response are visual at their core because a distinctive visual background is the 
driving force behind the aesthetic experience (Urry, 1992).  The moment of awe, when 
life stands still summarizes the aesthetic dimension of geotourism’s definition.  The 
definition of an aesthetic experience can be broad and allows for all types of experiences 
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that stimulate the senses (Chenoweth and Gobster, 1990).   Aesthetic experiences are 
universal experiences felt by all humanity, and can occur at any time (Tuan, 1989). They 
can vary from a ‘shudder of delight’ to an ‘intense intellectual response,’ and can be 
invoked from something as simple as taste, sound or sight (Tuan, 1989).  Harrison (2001) 
describes it as “intense sensual pleasure.”   
A more operational definition of aesthetics for this study is provided by Manning, 
Valliere and Minteer (1999).  Manning et al. (1999) operationally define aesthetics in 
their national forest values study as “the opportunity to enjoy the beauty of nature.” 
Throughout the literature and the philosophic history of the term, aesthetics has referred 
to beauty (Carlson, 1977; Chenoweth and Gobster, 1990; Manning et al., 1999; Ribe, 
2005; Richards, 2001; Shusterman, 1997).  The articles involving natural resources have 
interchangeably used the term aesthetics to refer to scenic beauty (Carlson, 1977; 
Chenoweth and Gobster, 1990; Daniel, Brown, King, Richards and Stewart, 1989; 
Manning et al., 1999; Ribe, 2004). For the purpose of this study, aesthetics will be 
defined as an emotional response to the scenic beauty of the tourism destination.   
The importance of aesthetic beauty in travel experiences should not be under 
estimated.  Manning et al. (1999) found that the opportunity to enjoy the beauty of nature 
was the most important value associated with the national forest. Wellman, Dawson and 
Roggenbuck (1982) found that scenic beauty was the most important factor affecting the 
recreational experience for both pedestrian and off-road vehicle users on Cape Hatteras 
National Seashore and in Shenandoah National Park.  Kent’s (1993) study on scenic 
driving routes found that scenic beauty was the main factor in their decision to take the 
scenic route. The importance of aesthetics in the natural environment is demonstrated by 
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the federal government’s adoption of the National Environmental Policy Act and the 
National Forest Management Act, which both mandate that all environmental managers 
must consider how a certain management decision will impact the aesthetics of the area 
(Daniel et al., 1989; Gobster, 1999).  The previous examples demonstrate the significance 
that aesthetics play in the management of natural resources and the quality of nature-
based experiences.  The importance of aesthetics or the sensual response to beauty to the 
travel experience is represented by Tourtellot’s decision to include it as one of the five 
core components of geotourism (Stokes et. al, 2003).   
 The aesthetic experience desired by geotravelers is a ‘disinterested’ emotional 
response to scenic beauty.  This disinterested view of aesthetics is described by Kant as:  
“A judgment upon an object of our delight may be wholly disinterested but 
nonetheless very interesting, i.e. it relies on no interest, but it produces one.  Of 
this kind are all pure moral judgments.  But of themselves, judgments of taste do 
not even set up any interest whatsoever.  Only in society is it interesting to have 
taste-a point which will be explained in the sequel” (Kant, 2007). 
Kant’s ‘disinterested’ view on aesthetics is crucial to the aesthetic experience. An 
aesthetic experience is awe inspiring in the sense that it does not invoke any thoughts 
other than sheer joy separated from the utility of the object. It does not invoke thoughts of 
commodification or use, but just provides the viewer with a beautiful moment.  If one is 
having an aesthetic experience, life is standing still, and thoughts of everyday life are put 
on hold to enjoy the beauty. 
 While aesthetics has been discussed thoroughly in the literature, a previously 
tested aesthetics measurement was not found. Therefore, the creation of an aesthetics 
scale was necessary. The questions in this new aesthetics scale represent both the 
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importance of scenic beauty when traveling and the ‘disinterested’ response to beauty 
mentioned throughout the aesthetic literature.  
Well Being of Local People Dimension 
  
 The final component Tourtellot provides in his definition of geotourism focuses 
on sustaining and enhancing the well being of the local resident population (Stokes et. al, 
2003).   The sustainable tourism literature approaches the well being of the local people 
through various forms of tourism such as integrated rural tourism, (Clark and Chabrel, 
2007; Ilbery, Saxena and Kneafsey, 2007; Oliver and Jenkins, 2003; Saxena, Clark, 
Oliver, and Ilbery, 2007), community based tourism (Blackstock, 2005; Joppe, 1996), 
pro-poor tourism (Ashley and Roe, 2002), and ecotourism (Garrod, 2003; Scheyvens, 
1999).  Geotourism’s goal of increasing the well-being of local people is no different than 
the previously mentioned segments of tourism. The desire for enhancing or sustaining the 
well being of the travel destination is best acquired by benefiting all community 
dimensions (social, economic, and environmental) and by actively including all groups 
(Clark and Chabrel, 2007).  Tourism benefits should not be focused on one part of the 
community, but at a minimum should follow the economic concept of “Pareto Optimal” 
where some of the population is better off while the rest of the population is not harmed 
by tourism (Clark and Chabrel, 2007).  The overarching theme from the various 
sustainable tourism segments is that empowerment is the answer to increasing the well-
being of the local people.  Concern for the local community is a key component of all 
types of sustainable tourism, including geotourism.  
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 Integrated rural tourism (IRT) explicitly links tourism to its localities by focusing 
on holistically sustaining the economic, social, cultural, natural and human structures of 
the landscape (Oliver and Jenkins, 2003). Oliver and Jenkins summarize it as “tourism 
that has clear connections with local resources, products, and inhabitants.” IRT aims at 
providing a more authentic tourism experience compared to mass tourism, and focuses on 
maximizing tourists’ expenditures through an embedded experience in the local culture 
(Oliver and Jenkins, 2003).  The main assumption driving IRT is that “well-integrated 
tourism creates more value than tourism that is poorly integrated” (Clark and Chabrel, 
2007).  The seven dimensions of tourism integration according to Ilbery et al. (2007) and 
Clark and Chabrel (2007) are networking, scale, endogeneity, sustainability, 
embeddedness, complementarity, and empowerment.  Their definitions and implications 
in integrated rural tourism are located in Table 2.  It is through the application of these 
seven dimensions that IRT is able to benefit the local community.   
 Community based tourism (CBT), ecotourism, and pro-poor tourism (PPT) 
complement integrated rural tourism’s key themes for benefiting the local community.  
Ecotourism reinforces IRT’s concept of empowering the local people (Garrod, 2003; 
Scheyvens, 1999). Scheyvens (1999) goes as far as mandating that a successful 
ecotourism operation will be one that incorporates the voices of local people and shares 
benefits with local people.  This type of empowerment proposed by Scheyvens (1999) 
focuses empowerment on the economic, psychological, social, and political levels.  
Empowerment at the economic level is achieved when jobs are created and held, incomes 
are enhanced, benefits are shared equitably, and the local  
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Table 2: Seven Key Themes of Integrated Rural Tourism*  
Key themes of Integrated rural tourism 
Networks Networks, partnerships and informal associations are important in IRT 
development. These can be defined as a set of actors or agents and the 
configuration of relational ties connecting them, capable of bringing 
together people from different backgrounds and interests and/or the 
membership associations of similar interest groups that act in a 
representative role at local, regional or national scales. 
 
Scale IRT embraces the main beliefs of what authors argue is ‘new tourism’ that 
is post-Fordist, small in scale and primarily locally owned (Mowforth 
and Munt 2003; Hampton 2005). The emphasis on scale ensures that IRT 
is appropriate to existing infrastructure so as to avoid deterioration in the 
quality of the area’s resources and the experience that it offers. 
 
Endogeneity Endogenous (bottom-up) development is central to IRT as it is structured to 
retain maximum benefits in a locality, by using and adding value to local 
resources and by focusing on the requirements, capacities and values of 
local people. Previous research argues strongly in support of innovative 
and promising rural development initiatives that can encourage growth of 
local networks, experimentation, replication and dissemination of 
experiences and best practices in the sector (Ilbery et al. 2001). 
 
Embeddedness Embedded tourism activities are part of local, social and recreational life; 
embedded attractions are based on the existing natural, built and cultural 
heritage of a region; embedded produce may be labeled or accredited 
with a specific place name. However, IRT not only takes into account 
local resources, directly linked to place, but also the unique 
socio-cultural characteristics and identities, embedded in place, that help 
to shape relationships and networks (Hinrichs 2000). 
 
Empowerment While tourism has begun to focus on community consultations in the past 
two decades, authors argue that the process has tended to follow the path 
of development for communities rather than development by 
communities (Sofield 2003; Ferreira 2004). In many cases, the result has 
been disempowerment rather than empowerment. Thus, IRT goes beyond 
a focus on the impacts of tourism to explore the community/tourism 
development relationship from an actor-orientated ‘inside’ view. 
 
Sustainability In developing IRT in lagging rural regions, the goal is to achieve 
sustainable outcomes that best equalize costs and benefits for key 
stakeholders, especially host communities, and do not deteriorate the 
quality of natural, built, social and economic resources. Thus, the real 
challenge lies in continuing ‘to seek or encourage more environmentally 
benign forms of tourism which best suit a destination’s social and 
economic development criteria’ (Sharpley 2000: 15). 
 
Complementarity IRT operates alongside traditional agricultural and/or local activities rather 
than substituting them. This situates complementarity as a key concept in 
IRT as co-use of resources and services by local people and tourists 
secures a mutual gain and, in many cases, results in additional provision 
for tourists (e.g. use of telecentres by both tourists and residents). On a 
deeper level, it implies preparation of tourists to see and experience 
products and services in the host community and preparation of host 
peoples and places to be seen and experienced (Jamal and Kim 2005). 
 
*(Ilbery, Saxena & Kneafsey (2007) 
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people control access to the resource base (Garrod, 2003). Psychological empowerment 
occurs when the local people are satisfied with the role of tourism in their community and 
they are optimistic about the future it could possibly bring (Garrod, 2003). Garrod (2003) 
continues to expand upon Scheyvens’ (1999) levels of empowerment by addressing 
social empowerment as occurring when tourism contributes to the social cohesion and 
integrity of a community. Political empowerment allows all parties, including 
traditionally inferior groups, to have a voice in the planning process (Garrod, 2003).  
Empowerment takes power away from foreign investors and distant governments, and 
places it directly into the hands of the communities that host tourists. The local 
community is now responsible for managing tourism in a manner that will produce long 
lasting benefits shared by all. 
 The literature on community-based tourism basically echoes the call for local 
empowerment (Blackstock, 2005; Joppe, 1996). Community-based tourism’s mission can 
basically be summarized in its own name; to empower local communities in the tourism 
planning process. A type of community-based tourism that solely focuses on benefiting 
the poor is pro-poor tourism (Ashley and Roe, 2002).  This is accomplished by 
empowering the poor and providing job opportunities to the poor through educational 
opportunities in the hope that tourism will be a way to alleviate poverty (Ashley and Roe, 
2002).  It is similar to other forms of sustainable tourism in the sense of empowering 
local people, but has a wider focus of trying to solve poverty problems through many 
levels of intervention, and a narrower focus in the sense that its aim is to reduce poverty 
(Ashley and Roe, 2002). 
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 The methods for progressing the well being of the local residents are fairly similar 
across the sustainable tourism literature.  The seven key themes of integrated rural 
tourism in Table 2 provide a good starting point to practically address how to benefit the 
local community.  Many of the seven themes are somewhat overlapping, but a general 
overview of how these themes from IRT can enhance the well-being of the local 
communities is discussed below. According to IRT, ecotourism, community-based 
tourism, and pro-poor tourism, empowerment is an essential tool for increasing the 
welfare of the local community (Ashley and Roe, 2002; Blackstock, 2005; Clark and 
Chabrel, 2007; Garrod, 2003; Ilbery et al., 2007; Joppe, 1996; Oliver and Jenkins, 2003; 
Saxena et al., 2007; Scheyvens, 1999).  A practical step in empowering the local 
community is through education (Ashley and Roe, 2002; Cole, 2006). Without a basic 
understanding of tourism, local people will not be able to effectively make quality 
decisions pertaining to managing tourism (Cole, 2006).  Cole (2006) claims that a lack of 
formal education can prevent locals from being hired into the tourism industry.  This is a 
barrier to empowerment and also affects the levels of endogeneity by forcing the tourism 
industry to hire non-local people to fill tourism industry positions.  In order to maximize 
benefits to the local community, local people need to be included in all aspects of the 
work force (Garrod, 2003; Ashley and Roe, 2002). The idea of empowering local people 
is related to endogeneity. 
 Endogeneity, or using local resources for tourism, is also essential to the local 
community’s welfare. Oliver and Jenkins (2006) describe endogeneity in the following 
quote: “endogenous or ‘bottom-up’ development strategies include those that focus on 
distinctive economic, environmental, and cultural aspects of a landscape development 
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strategies.” Building tourism under the principle of endogeneity allows a community to 
maximize economic benefit by minimizing economic leakage (Oliver and Jenkins, 2003).  
This includes hiring locally (Ashley and Roe, 2002; Garrod, 2003) and using local 
resources as food and building supplies (Garrod, 2003; Oliver and Jenkins, 2003). This 
will not only be cheaper, but will provide a job market that focuses on providing local 
tourism resources.  
 Embeddedness focuses the tourism experience on what the local landscape has to 
offer, including all types of cultural or traditional events that would occur whether or not 
tourists are present (Ilbery et al., 2007; Oliver and Jenkins, 2003).  This benefits the local 
people by creating a pride in their region and by using a resource that already exists. 
Oliver and Jenkins (2003) describe embeddedness in the following quote: 
“Embeddedness can be said to exist where tourism activities are a part of the local social 
and recreational life; when products enhance and commodify the local landscape; and 
where attractions are based on the existing natural, built, historical and cultural heritage 
of the region.”   
 In review, tourism can potentially sustain and enhance the well-being of local 
people through empowerment and education, the use of local resources (food and 
people), and by focusing tourism activities on traditional activities that would occur with 
or without the tourists’ presence. Geotourism’s goal is to not only minimize the negative 
impacts of tourism, but enhance the livelihoods of the local people.  In order to meet this 
lofty goal, geotravelers will need to be very conscious about how they interact with the 
local population and be aware of where their money is being spent.  The geotraveler 
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needs to consciously spend his or her money on accommodations and services that are 
locally run, use local resources, and benefit the host community in a positive way.  
Since there is not a previously tested instrument for measuring one’s concern for 
the well-being of the local people when traveling, the survey questions were developed 
out of the themes of empowerment, endogeneity, embeddedness, and education found in 
the integrated-rural tourism and ecotourism literature.  These themes from the literature 
have been expressed in question format to see if the attitudes and behaviors of travelers 
visiting the Crown of the Continent align with geotourism’s mandate of sustaining or 
enhancing the well-being of the local people. The attitude scale takes these themes and 
asks respondents if they agree with the importance of empowering local residents, 
educating local residents and supporting local businesses. The behavior scale takes these 
theoretical ways of helping the local people and transforms them into practical questions 
about travel behavior that supports local businesses and travel behavior that uses 
franchise restaurants and accommodations.  
Instrument Design Summary 
 
 Since a survey instrument to measure geotraveler tendencies did not previously 
exist, each dimension of the geotourism definition was critically examined with the 
academic literature pertaining to that dimension. The hope was to develop a reliable and 
valid survey instrument capable of determining if geotravelers are visiting a region or to 
what extent the visitors have geotraveler tendencies. The final measurement tool 
consisted of 55 scaled questions and 10 demographic questions. The GSI can be found in 
Appendix B. Now that the geotourism instrument design has been explained in detail and 
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geotourism’s significance with the tourism literature has been established, the literature 
review will shift towards National Geographic’s geotourism mapguides and the 
geotourism mapguide for the Crown of the Continent region. 
Section 3: Geotourism in the Crown of the Continent 
 
Introduction to Geotourism Mapguides 
 
National Geographic has used the core components of geotourism to rate and 
identify tourism destinations based upon how unique and well intact their geographical 
character has been maintained.  The geographical character of place outlined by National 
Geographic consists of the destination’s environment, culture, heritage, aesthetics and the 
general well being of the local people.  National Geographic’s hope is to protect 
distinctive travel regions of the world through a type of tourism that focuses on 
destination stewardship.  Their tool for preserving these regions is geotourism mapguides 
(National Geographic, 2008).  These mapguides are a hybrid cross between guide books 
and road maps. Instead of reading a guidebook and map separately, the mapguides 
spatially represent the unique tourism destinations of a region by overlaying destination 
information on top of a relief map of the region.  These maps provide tourists with 
information on historic sites, cultural sites, accommodations, hikes, and many other types 
of information providing the tourist with the opportunity to experience what makes the 
region unique (Crown of the Continent, 2009). The mapguides aim to provide the reader 
with tourism infrastructure information that aligns with the geotourism values of 
sustaining or enhancing the environment, culture, aesthetics, heritage, and well-being of 
the local people.  By focusing on the unique, local, and sustainable features of the 
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destination, the destination will not have to adapt to meet the outside demands of tourism. 
Ideally its local geographical character will remain intact. National Geographic has 
already designated five distinctive regions worthy of a geotourism map: the Northeast 
Kingdom of Vermont; the Arizona-Sonora Desert region; Baja California, the 
Appalachian Mountains; and now the Crown of the Continent region which includes 
northwest Montana, southeast British Columbia, and southwest Alberta (National 
Geographic, 2009).  National Geographic’s Center for Sustainable Destinations is 
constantly searching for new regions where geotourism could assist in sustaining the 
local geographical character of place. Geotourism mapguides currently in the making are 
for the Cuzco region of Peru, the Greater Yellowstone Region of Montana, Wyoming, 
and Idaho, the city of Montreal, Québec, Guatemala, and the Central Cascades of Oregon 
and Washington (National Geographic, 2009). Geotourism is not tied directly to one 
place or protected area, but encompasses entire regions as seen in National Geographic’s 
choice for current geotourism destinations.  
Geotourism in the Crown of the Continent 
 
 Geotourism’s significance to Montana, British Columbia, and Alberta is derived 
from National Geographic’s creation of a geotourism mapguide for the Crown of the 
Continent region of southwest Alberta, southeast British Columbia, and northwest 
Montana.  National Geographic Traveler rated the Waterton-Glacier International Peace 
Parks as a destination that still has an intact culture and heritage centered around a large 
amount of protected land (Tourtellot, 2006).   Based upon the area’s unique qualities and 
the desire to preserve them, National Geographic decided to create a geotourism 
mapguide for the region. 
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The region was first labeled the Crown of the Continent in 1901by George Bird 
Grinnell, a staunch conservationist who played a significant role in the creation of Glacier 
National Park (Graetz & Graetz, 2008).  Grinnell, a Yale graduate and editor of Forest 
and Stream magazine, first discovered the Crown of the Continent region when James 
Willard Schultz, an easterner who married into the Blackfeet Nation, submitted an 
articled to Forest and Stream titled “To Chief Mountain.” Schultz’s article about the 
present day region of Glacier National Park inspired Grinnell to visit the region where he 
would continue to return to for the following 41 years (Graetz & Graetz, 2008).  Grinnell 
was not the first to recognize the unqiue qualities of the area around Waterton-Glacier 
National Park; the Blackfeet Nation called this area “The Backbone of the World” 
(Graetz & Graetz, 2008).  
There are some discrepancies to what constitutes the actual borders of the Crown 
of the Continent, but the general consensus is that the northern border of the region is the 
Crowsnest Pass area of Alberta and the headwaters of the Elk River in British Columbia. 
The western border consists of the Rocky Mountain trench that flows from the Tobacco 
Valley of Eureka down through the Flathead Valley and into the Mission Valley to the 
south. The southern border is the Blackfoot river to its headwaters at Roger’s Pass, and 
the Eastern border is the Alberta and Montana Rocky Mountain Front (Graetz & Graetz, 
2008). The boundaries for the Crown of the Continent geotourism mapguide further 
extend the region to include gateway cities such as Missoula, Great Falls, Cranbrook, and 
Kimberly (Figure 4). The 10-million-acre region is centered around Waterton-Glacier 
International Peace Park and comprises a variety of protected areas and small towns that 
make the area unlike any other travel destination (Roundtable, 2008).  The geotourism 
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map paints a picture of life in the Crown of the Continent region with the goal of 
attracting tourists who desire to experience authentic destinations while minimizing their 
ecological and social impact on the destination. The goal for the map is to not only attract 
geotravelers, but to extend their stay in the region, which will create more revenue for the 
local economies and benefit the geographical character of the Crown of the Continent.        
Creating the Crown of the Continent Geotourism Mapguide 
 
 The process of determining which sites should be included on the Crown of the 
Continent mapguide began democratically through a public nomination process. Using 
the nominations submitted by the public, National Geographic and the mapguide partners 
(Travel Montana, Travel Alberta, and Kootenay Rockies Tourism) decided which sites 
best represented the values of geotourism and the geographical character of the Crown of 
the Continent. The goal of the map creation process was to create a map that portrayed 
the uniqueness and specialness of the Crown of the Continent. The mapguide includes 
cafés, lodges, bed and breakfasts, cultural heritage sites, rodeos, festivals, and many more 
sites that are representative of the region’s character.  
Unfortunately, when one site or business was chosen to be included on the map, 
another was left off, creating real ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ based upon the free publicity the 
map creates.  These sites included on the Crown of the Continent mapguide were 
instrumental to this thesis because it was at these sites that respondents were intercepted.  
The purpose of using sites on the map was to determine if the visitors to sites that 
National Geographic and regional tourism partners claim to be geotouristic in nature 
actually have geotravelers visiting them. 
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Alberta
Montana
British Columbia
“Crown of the Continent”
Maps courtesy of Travel Montana and Google
Figure 4: Crown of the Continent Map 
 
Summary 
 
  This chapter began with an introduction of tourism, which painted a picture of 
how tourism has evolved into sustainable tourism and now specifically to geotourism.  
Following this introduction to sustainable tourism, the chapter focused on the relevant 
literature pertaining to the dimensions of geotourism.  This literature review on the 
dimensions of geotourism provides the theoretical grounding for the creation of the 
Geotourism Survey Instrument. The purpose of the last section was to set the stage of 
where the project took place, and to shed light on how the concept of geotourism and 
geotourism mapguides became associated with the Crown of the Continent.  The next 
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chapter highlights the methodological approaches used to administer the research project 
and to analyze the results. 
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Chapter III 
 
Methodology 
 
Introduction 
 
The overarching purpose of this study was to determine if geotravelers were 
visiting the Crown of the Continent. In order to answer this question, a survey instrument 
capable of measuring geotraveler tendencies was needed.  The secondary purpose was to 
determine if visitors to the Crown of the Continent were in fact geotravelers.  This study 
includes an evaluation of the Geotourism Survey Instrument’s (GSI) reliability and 
validity.  This chapter will review the quantitative methods used in designing the survey 
instrument, pilot testing the instrument, collecting the data, and analyzing the results.  
Instrument Development 
 
 Development of the GSI consisted of an in-depth review of the academic 
literature to either find previously tested scales appropriate for measuring the dimensions 
of geotourism or to research a specific dimension of geotourism’s definition when no 
scale was available. Literature review on the attitudes and behaviors towards the 
environment, cultural heritage, aesthetics, and the well-being of the local people was 
described in detail in chapter two of this thesis.  
 The environmental attitude dimension of the geotourism definition was measured 
using an adaptation of the revised NEP (New Ecological Paradigm) created by Dunlap et 
al. (2000).  This scale used in this study is an 8 question adaptation of the revised NEP 
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proposed by Cordano et al. (2003). Cordano et al. (2003) propose this abbreviated scale 
for researchers who are ‘integrating multiple theories’ into their study.  Since 
geotourism’s definition includes four dimensions and this study is measuring each 
dimension as an attitude and behavior, it was best to abbreviate the NEP scale to save 
time and space on the questionnaire. 
 The environmental behavior dimension of geotourism’s definition was measured 
using the pro-environmental behavior scale from Schultz and Zelezny (1998). The scale 
consisted of various pro-environmental behaviors including recycling, using alternative 
forms of transportation, conserving water, conserving energy and purchasing 
environmentally friendly products (Schultz and Zelezny, 1998). The original scale was 
slightly modified by changing ‘public transportation’ to ‘choose a form of transportation 
other than your personal automobile,’ and ‘purchase safe products’ to ‘purchase 
environmentally friendly products.’ The question format was also changed from being 
asked as a frequency (how often) to a 6-point Likert scale measuring how likely one was 
to participate in these behaviors.  The change in question format will likely change how 
the respondents answer the question, but will prove to be beneficial because it takes an 
ordinal scale and changes it into an interval scale where multivariate statistics can be 
used.  
 Unlike the other dimensions of geotourism, the environmental dimension includes 
an extra scale measuring the visitor’s attitudes and behaviors towards environmentally 
friendly travel services. This scale was adapted from Lee and Moscardo’s (2005) study 
with an extra question pertaining to rental car fuel efficiency.  These questions were 
included because geotourism’s definition indicates that geotravelers should be interested 
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in the environmental practices of the travel services they choose.  Originally, this scale 
was included to stand alone, but the scale was separated into two questions for the 
Environmental Attitude Scale and two questions for the Environmental Behavior Scale.  
These questions were added to the environmental attitude and behavior scale so that there 
would be an even number of scales between all four dimensions of geotourism.  To have 
each dimension of geotourism to be counted equally in the analysis, adding the 
Environmental Travel Service Scale to the existing environmental scales allowed each 
dimension to have one attitudinal scale and one behavioral scale.  
 The cultural heritage attitudinal dimension of geotourism’s definition was 
measured using a combination of Kang and Moscardo’s (2006) scale, Moscardo and 
Pearce’s (1999) scale, and items derived from the cultural heritage definitions provided 
by Boyd (2002) and the WTO (1985).  Portions of these scales and definitions were 
combined to create a ten question scale measuring one’s attitude towards cultural 
heritage.  
 The cultural heritage behavioral dimension of geotourism’s definition was 
measured based upon the same literature as the Culture Heritage Attitudinal Scale, but 
asked in five questions and phrased as “how likely are you to visit” specific sites of 
cultural heritage such as museums, historic sites, cultural sites, cultural events, and 
national parks (Boyd, 2002; Kang & Moscardo, 2006; Moscardo & Pearce, 1999). 
 The aesthetic attitude and behavior dimension of geotourism’s definition was 
measured through questions developed out of the literature pertaining to aesthetics. A 
summary of literature on aesthetics was provided in Chapter 2, but for review, the main 
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themes tested through the scales was the importance of scenic beauty to the travel 
experience, and the idea of a ‘disinterested’ response to beauty where the beholder is 
enraptured by beauty and does not think of its utility. The Aesthetic Attitude Scale 
consists of six questions while the Aesthetic Behavior Scale is five questions. Aesthetics 
focuses on specific travel behaviors that demonstrate a desire to experience beauty such 
as stopping at scenic overlooks and searching for scenic driving routes. 
 The well-being of the local people attitudinal dimension of geotourism’s 
definition was arrived at through the literature pertaining to tourism and how to benefit 
the local people.  Previously tested scales were not available, therefore, seven questions 
were created from the literature to measure visitor’s attitudes towards benefiting the local 
community. The main theme behind the seven attitude questions is empowering the local 
people in all aspects of tourism. 
 The well-being of the local people behavioral dimension of the geotourism 
definition was also measured through questions created out of the literature review.  The 
behavior questions focus on using or not using locally owned businesses and favoring the 
use of available local tourism resources.  
Survey Scale 
 
 Survey questions were asked using a six-point Likert scale without a neutral 
category.   A neutral point category was deliberately absent because it was felt that 
respondents did not have a neutral attitude or behavior for the questions asked. Payne 
(1951) acknowledges that “people have a tendency to choose the safety of the middle 
ground reply,” and “If the direction in which people are leaning on the issue is the type of 
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information wanted, it is better not to suggest the middle-ground” (Payne S. , 1951, pp. 
63-64).  By including a neutral category, the respondents could have chosen the neutral 
option when their true answer choice was to the left or right.   Since the instrument leaves 
out the neutral option and forces the respondents to choose a side, a six point scale was 
chosen instead of a four point scale to increase variability in responses. The attitude 
questions were on a 6-point strongly agree to strongly disagree scale, and the behavior 
questions were on a 6-point very likely to not at all likely scale.  These 6-point scales 
were treated as interval data for multivariate statistical analysis purposes. 
Pilot Study 
 
 A pre-test or pilot study of the survey was necessary to assess potential problems 
with the scales, and to test the reliability and dimensionality of the survey. The pretest 
consisted of two parts; a review of the survey by knowledgeable colleagues and 
acquaintances, and a pilot test of the survey on students at the University of Montana 
campus. The pilot test was performed during the month of April, 2008 in both Dr. Dusten 
Hollist’s undergraduate statistics classes and Dr. Keith Bosak’s undergraduate tourism 
classes. The pilot test also included a sample of approximately 30 students from the 
University Commons area on campus.   In total, 127 surveys were collected from 
University of Montana students. No demographic questions were asked about the 
respondents because the main purpose of the pretest was to test the reliability and 
dimensionality of the scales and to expose areas that need to be revised. A copy of the 
pretest is attached in Appendix A. 
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Pretest Results 
 
 The pretest provided feedback on ways to improve the survey and provided 
statistical information on each scale’s reliability and dimensionality.  The statistical 
results from the pre-test are shown in Table 3. The pre-test results show that all scales 
had high reliabilities with Cronbach Alpha scores over .72.   Five of the nine scales had 
no hint of multidimensionality with the results indicating only one potential factor. The 
results of the factor analysis suggested that four scales may have multiple dimensions 
present based on having more than one eigenvalue score over 1. The Environmental 
Attitude Scale, the Cultural Heritage Attitude Scale, the Well-Being of the Local People 
Attitude Scale, and the Well-being of the Local People Behavior Scale all had hints of 
multidimensionality with each having more than one eigenvalue over one. The pre- test 
suggested ways to revise the GSI scales and make them more reliable and single 
dimensional while shortening their length. The results of the pretest also suggest the 
length of the survey needed to be reduced to lessen the burden on respondents.  The 
changes implemented based upon the pre-test results are discussed below. 
Table 3. Pretest Scale Size, Reliability and Dimensionality. 
Geotourism Survey Scales 
n=127 
# of 
items 
Cronbach 
Alpha 
#of Eigen 
values over 
1 
# of Eigen 
values over the 
elbow 
Cultural heritage Attitude 10 0.88 2 1 
Aesthetic Attitudes 5 0.80 1 1 
Environmental Attitude 15 0.85 5 1 
Environmental Travel Services 4 0.72 1 1 
Well-being of the Local People 
Attitude 
12 0.90 3 1 
Environmental Behavior 5 0.78 1 1 
Cultural heritage Behavior 5 0.82 1 1 
Aesthetic Behavior 4 0.89 1 1 
Well-being of the Local People 
Behavior 
5 0.72 2 No defined elbow 
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Instrument Changes 
 
 Results of the pretest suggest that the 15-item NEP scale measuring 
environmental attitude was too lengthy and needed to be reduced to lessen the burden on 
respondents.  Cordano et al. (2003) uses an abbreviated version of Dunlap and others 
(2000) NEP scale in their study as a way to allow researchers to test other theories and 
ideas while minimizing the space and burden associated with the NEP scale.  When the 
eight items were factor analyzed with the pilot test data, the scale was unidimensional 
and had an alpha reliability of 0.82. The full NEP scale with 15 items had an alpha 
reliability of 0.85, but had five potential factors.  The abbreviated scale not only improves 
the reliability and dimensionality of the Environmental Attitude Scale, but lessens the 
burden on respondents. Based upon Cordano and others’ study (2003) and the results 
from the abbreviated scale in the pretest, the revised NEP scale was replaced with the 
abbreviated NEP scale used by Cordano et al. (2003). 
 The pretest revealed there were reliability and dimensionality problems within the 
Well-Being of the Local People Attitudinal Scale and that many of the questions covered 
similar topics. In order to address the scale’s statistical problems and lessen the burden on 
the respondent, five items were removed from the scale.  The original reliability of the 12 
items was 0.90 with three plausible factors present. The revised seven question scale had 
a reliability of 0.85 and was unidimensional with only one eigenvalue over 1. The 
reduction from twelve items to seven items reduced the burden on the respondent and 
provided a more accurate measure of the respondent’s attitudes towards the well-being of 
the local people.  
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 The pilot test revealed a problem with question 4.a on the Environmental Travel 
Services Scale.  The question was reworded to read “A lodging facility’s environmental 
policies do not factor into my lodging choice.” Question 2.c in the Aesthetic Attitudes 
Scale was removed due to the confusion it caused the respondents. It was replaced with a 
question asking if the respondent believes beauty has intrinsic value, and with a question 
asking about preserving the scenic beauty of a travel destination. 
 Some other basic changes to the survey instrument included adding the Institute 
for Tourism and Recreation Research’s name to the bottom of the survey, fixing the 
portion thanking the participants, and removing the questions about authenticity.  This 
did not change the intent of the survey since the authenticity questions were not specific 
to the research questions.  Finally, adding demographic questions were added to the 
survey. The final survey instrument used in this study is attached in Appendix B for 
reference. 
Sampling Frame and Subject Selection 
 
 The sampling frame for this study consisted of all tourists traveling in the Crown 
of the Continent.  The definition of a tourist for the purposes of this study was anyone 
traveling 50 miles or more from their residence because that is the definition the Travel 
Industry Association of America uses to define travelers (Stokes et al., 2003). The sample 
was also limited to those 18 years or older. When groups were intercepted, all eligible 
members of the group were asked to complete a survey regardless of the size of the 
group.  Individuals were sampled instead of groups, or members of groups, because 
individual’s values may differ, and the purpose of the study was to look at geotravelers as 
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individuals. In total, 4,965 eligible individuals were intercepted and asked to fill out a 
survey with 3,608 participating in the study.  This yielded a response rate of 72.7 percent.  
Of the 3,608 surveys collected, 3,595 were useable in the analysis of the data yielding a 
valid response rate of 72.4 percent (Table 4).  
Table 4. Response Rate and Sample Size by Intercept Locations. 
 Entire Crown of the 
Continent 
Montana 
Intercepts 
Canadian 
Intercepts 
Eligible participants intercepted 4,965 3,527 1,438 
Total number of surveys 
collected 
3,608 2,622 986 
Response rate 73% 74% 69% 
Valid surveys for analysis 3,595   
 
Intercept Sites and Schedule 
 
 In total, 44 different intercept sites were used during this study.  Each of the 44 
sites was located on National Geographic’s Crown of the Continent geotourism 
mapguide. Mapguide locations were selected as survey locations to test whether visitors 
to these mapsites shared the values of geotourism.  Intercept sites included businesses 
(restaurants and accommodations), towns, festivals, cultural heritage sites, national parks, 
national wildlife refugees, and other unique sites of geographical character included on 
the geotourism mapguide.  The intercept sites ranged throughout the Crown of the 
Continent with 24 in Montana, 14 in Alberta, and 6 in British Columbia.  The number of 
intercept sites on the Montana side was larger because it represents more than 50 percent 
of the region.  Sites were selected with the help of Steve Thompson, project coordinator 
for the Crown of the Continent mapguide. The sites were selected for variety, proximity 
to each other, and visitation averages.  Most sites with relatively infrequent visitors were 
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not included as intercept sites.  Therefore, 44 different sites throughout the region were 
represented in this study. Table 5 displays intercept sites by number of surveys collected. 
Procedures 
 
 Onsite intercepts and data collection at mapguide sites was conducted May 10, 
2008 through September 24, 2008.   When the visitor was leaving or entering a site, the 
surveyors would introduce themselves and the project, and ask the visitor if they would 
be willing to participate in the study.  As previously mentioned, all party members 18 
years and older and traveling 50 miles from home were included. The two surveyors had 
eight clipboards available at any given time for respondents. The survey took respondents 
between five and fifteen minutes to complete, and after completion they were provided a 
copy of the Crown of the Continent geotourism mapguide.   
Summary 
 
Chapter three has discussed and represented the methods used to implement this 
study. It began with a summary of the literature used to create the GSI.  Following the 
summary of the literature review, the results of the pre-test were displayed.  The methods 
and procedures used for the Crown of the Continent sample were provided last. Chapter 
four will display results from the study.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 66
Table 5:  Survey Locations and Number of Surveys Collected  
Intercept Location Number of Surveys Completed
Percent of 
Total 
Going to the Sun Road/Logan Pass 510 14.2% 
Lake McDonald Lodge 418 11.6% 
Prince of Wales Hotel 291 8.1% 
National Bison Range 209 5.8% 
Whitefish, MT 207 5.8% 
Many Glacier Hotel 178 5.0% 
Polebridge, MT 170 4.7% 
Park Cafe 153 4.3% 
Museum of the Plains Indian 122 3.4% 
North American Indian Days 103 2.9% 
KIOAC (Kimberly Accordion Championships) 102 2.8% 
Polson Cherry Festival (July) 89 2.5% 
Frank Slide 80 2.2% 
Fort Steele Heritage Town 72 2.0% 
"The Gathering" Cowboy Poetry in Pincher Creek 71 2.0% 
Augusta Rodeo 70 1.9% 
Old Trail Museum 70 1.9% 
Head Smashed in Buffalo Jump 68 1.9% 
Big Fork Whitewater Festival 59 1.6% 
Echo Lake Cafe 49 1.4% 
Fort Museum of the Northwest Mounted Police 48 1.3% 
Fernie, BC 42 1.2% 
Waterton Wildflower Festival 37 1.0% 
Little Bird School House Cafe (Seeley Lake) 29 0.8% 
Hi-Country Trading Post 27 0.8% 
Lundbreck Falls 27 0.8% 
St. Eugene Mission 26 0.7% 
Waterton townsite 26 0.7% 
Moose's Saloon 25 0.7% 
Sullivan Mine Interpretive Centre 25 0.7% 
Yellow Bay Cherry Festival (May) 23 0.6% 
Blackfoot Challenge/Ovando 22 0.6% 
Great Northern Railway Depot 21 0.6% 
Canadian Museum of Rail Travel 19 0.5% 
Hockaday Museum of Art 18 0.5% 
Two Medicine Dinosaur Museum 17 0.5% 
Remington Carriage Museum 16 0.4% 
Tobacco Valley Historical Village (Eureka) 13 0.4% 
Bellevue Underground Mine Tour 12 0.3% 
Red Rock Canyon (Waterton Lakes) 11 0.3% 
Crowsnest Pass Doors Open Festival 8 0.2% 
Pine Butte Guest Ranch 7 0.2% 
Old Dairy Ice Cream Shop 3 0.1% 
Kootenai Brown Pioneer Village 2 0.1% 
Total 3,595 100% 
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Chapter IV 
 
RESULTS 
 
The purpose of this study was to answer the following questions:  
1. Is the Geotourism Survey Instrument (GSI) and its scales a valid and 
reliable measure of the multiple dimensions of geotourism’s definition?  
2. Are geotravelers visiting geotourism mapsites within the Crown of the 
Continent?  
Data analysis in this chapter will be presented in three sections: 1) demographic 
findings; 2) reliability and factor analysis results for the GSI and its embedded scales, 
and; 3) a section that provides the results from the GSI questions and presents an average 
geotourism score for visitors to the Crown of the Continent on the combined dimensions 
of geotourism.  
Section 1: Demographic Results 
 
 Descriptive statistics were performed on the demographic variables of visitors to 
the Crown of the Continent. Demographic results in Table 6 show Crown of the 
Continent visitors are well educated and have high average household incomes.  The 
mean age of visitors was 50.8 years old. The gender ratio was almost equal with 48 
percent of respondents being male and 52 percent being female.  Of the 3,595 valid 
respondents, fifty-nine percent of the visitors have completed a four-year collegiate 
degree or higher and 52 percent have an annual household income of $90,000 or more.  
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Table 6: Visitor Demographics 
 n % 
Gender   
Male 1,837 48% 
Female 1,705 52% 
   
Highest Completed Level of Education:   
Less than high school 59 2% 
High school diploma or the equivalent 374 11% 
some college 731 21% 
Associates degree 274 8% 
Bachelor’s degree 1,108 31% 
Master’s degree 621 18% 
Doctorate or Professional degree 360 10% 
   
Annual Household Income   
Less than $30,000 313 10% 
$30,000 – $59,999 605 19% 
$60,000 – $89,999 663 20% 
$90,000 – $119,999 606 19% 
$120,000 – $149,999 364 11% 
$150,000 – $179,999 222 7% 
$180,000 – $209,999 126 4% 
$210,000 or more 346 11% 
   
Average Age 50.8 years 
 
*Note: Numbers have been rounded  
 
Table 7 depicts visitors’ residencies, and shows that Crown of the Continent 
visitors came from 49 states, 11 provinces, 27 countries, and six continents.  More 
respondents were from Alberta than any other place of residence comprising 14 percent 
of the respondents followed by 12 percent from Montana, 7 percent from California, 6 
percent from Washington State, 4 percent from British Columbia and 3 percent from 
Florida and Minnesota. All U.S. states were represented in the sample expect Delaware 
and all Canadian provinces were represented except Prince Edward Island.  International 
visitors represented six percent of the survey respondents.  
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Table 7: Visitor Residence 
 n  % 
Residence of Respondents   
Alberta 504 14% 
Montana 420 12% 
California 231 7% 
Washington 200 6% 
British Columbia 149 4% 
Florida, Minnesota 92-113 3% 
TX, OR, CO, IL, ID, PA, VA, AZ,  
WI, OH, NY, UK 
57-74 2% 
   
Overseas counties represented:                                                           183                       6% 
Australia, Belgium, Brazil, China, Czech Rep.  Denmark, Ecuador, England/UK, Finland, France, 
Germany, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and Zambia 
   
States and Provinces not Represented: 
Delaware and Prince Edw. Island 
 
  
*Note: Numbers have been rounded    
 
Table 8 shows that visitors to the Crown of the Continent were very likely to visit 
a national park with only 14 percent not visiting a national park on their trip.  Seventy-
four percent of respondents visited Glacier National Park, 30 percent visited Waterton 
Lake National Park, 21 percent visited Yellowstone National Park and 17 percent visited 
Banff National Park during their trip to the Crown of the Continent. 
Thirty-three percent of visitors planned on visiting both the United States and 
Canada during their stay and the average length of stay was 5.3 nights.  For the purposes 
of this study, length of stay mean was delimited to the 95th percentile in order to reduce 
inflation of the mean.  Eighteen percent of visitors responded that they had a geotourism 
mapguide prior to taking the survey. 
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Table 8: Visitor Travel Characteristics 
      n % 
National Parks Visited   
Glacier National Park 2,591 72% 
Waterton Lakes National Park 1,053 30% 
Yellowstone National Park 724 21% 
Banff National Park 594 17% 
Did not visit any of these national parks 493 14% 
   
Average Length of stay: 5.3* 
  
First time visit to the Crown of the Continent 
 
Yes 1,591 45% 
No 1,946 55% 
 
Do they have a geotourism mapguide? 
 
 
Yes 632 18% 
No 2,873 82% 
 
Planning on visiting both sides of the border 
 
Yes 1,172 33% 
No 2,352 67% 
*The average length of stay was calculated by delimiting the average 
length of stay to the 95th percentile. This statistical technique was 
performed in order to prevent outliers from affecting the mean. 
 
**Note: Numbers have been rounded and may not add to 100% 
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Section 2: GSI’s Reliability and Validity 
 
 Section 2 of the results will answer research Question 1: Is the Geotourism 
Survey Instrument (GSI) and its scales a valid and reliable measure of the multiple 
dimensions of geotourism’s definition?  This section will display the statistical results for 
the reliability and factor analysis of the GSI’s scales.   
 
Reliability and Factor Analysis 
 
  Four questions need to be addressed when scaling variables:  
1) Are the items correlated with each other? 
2) Are the items internally consistent as a whole?;  
3) Is the scale unidimensional? 
4) Does the scale have face validity?   
The first of these questions pertains to the scales reliability. Testing the reliability of the 
scales is important because these tests show whether or not it is appropriate to scale the 
individual items together and if there is consistency among the items. A Cronbach Alpha 
reliability analysis was performed on each scale to assess if the GSI scales were internally 
consistent measures of each geotourism dimension. The assumptions associated with a 
test of reliability are that the items are equivalent to each other and that all error among 
the items is random and equally distributed. For this study, reliability was measured using 
a Cronbach Alpha score. It is desired to have Cronbach Alpha scores over 0.70, but 0.60 
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is acceptable for exploratory research (Hair et al., 1998).  The Cronbach Alpha scores for 
each scale are provided in Table 9.  
Table 9: Overview of GSI Scales 
Scales  
n Mean Score SD Cronbach’s  
Alpha 
# of  potential 
factors 
present 
Cultural Heritage Attitude 3594 4.8 0.69 0.87 1 or 2 
Cultural Heritage Behavior 3548 5.0 0.71 0.81 1 
Environmental Attitude 3570 4.4 0.87 0.84 1 or 2 
Environmental Behavior 3551 4.6 0.74 0.80 1 
Aesthetic Attitude 3593 5.6 0.58 0.88 1 
Aesthetic Behavior 3527 5.4 0.65 0.86 1 
Wellbeing of the Local People 
Attitude 
3566 5.0 0.68 0.88 1 
Wellbeing of the Local People 
Behavior 
3552 4.2 0.79 0.67 1 or 2 
Average of all geotourism scales 3594 4.9 0.47   
*Each scale has a different n value because some respondents did not answer portions of the scale or the 
scale all together. 
  
Testing the dimensionality of the scales is also important because these tests show 
whether or not there is an underlying structure to the data.  The scale’s dimensionality is 
measured by performing factor analysis. Factor analysis is used as a data summarization 
tool and as a data reduction tool.  In this thesis, principle components factor analysis was 
used as a confirmatory method where the scales were expected to be unidimensional 
based upon the extensive literature review conducted to design the scales. Two 
assumptions of factor analysis are that the sample is homogenous with regard to the items 
in the scale and that the variance is shared not just by the sample, but by the entire 
population. The dimensionality in factor analysis is subjective and depends upon the 
quality of data that one runs through the analysis (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 
1998). Hair and others (1998) acknowledge that factor analysis will always produce 
factors and can be a “garbage in, garbage out” technique if one is not careful. 
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The tools used in this study for deciphering the dimensionality of the scales were 
a mixture of looking at eigenvalues, scree plots, factor loadings and face validity of the 
scales. In terms of eigenvalues, any score over 1 could represent an independent factor as 
this is where shared variance between dimensions becomes independent (Hair et al., 
1998).  Another tool used to determine the dimensionality of the scales was the scree plot 
of the eigenvalues. In factor analysis, scree plots are helpful in determining how many 
dimensions are present within the scale. The number of eigenvalues over the break in the 
elbow on the scree plot or above the point where the curve begins to straighten out is 
representative of the maximum number of factors to extract (Hair et al., 1998). The initial 
factor loadings of the scale were also considered in determining the dimensionality of the 
scale. The factor loadings represent the correlation between the individual scale items and 
the overall scale theme. Factor loadings greater than 0.30 are considered to meet the 
minimal level acceptable while loadings of 0.40 are considered more important, and those 
of 0.50 or higher are very significant (Hair et al., 1998).  While scree plots, eigenvalues, 
and factor loadings help demonstrate the dimensionality of the scale, the researcher needs 
to be aware that these are only aids in determining the dimensionality of the scale. Face 
validity of the scale is also used to make sense of the statistical analysis.  When the 
statistical analysis pointed to the possibility of a multidimensional solution, the researcher 
looked at the face validity of the scale to determine if the statistical interpretation 
corresponded with his interpretation. If a researcher cannot make logical sense of the 
factors from the statistical analysis, then he or she may not be able to determine that 
multiple dimensions are present.   The Cronbach’s Alpha value, standard deviation and 
number of evident factors for scales in the GSI were provided previously in Table 9. 
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Overview of GSI Scales 
 
 Overall, all eight scales have high alpha reliabilities and small standard 
deviations.  Five of the eight GSI scales had high Cronbach Alpha scores and are clearly 
unidimensional.  These five scales are the Cultural Heritage Behavior Scale, 
Environmental Behavior Scale, Aesthetic Attitude Scale, Aesthetic Behavior Scale, and 
the Well-being of the Local People Attitude Scale.  The three scales with questionable 
dimensionality are the Cultural Heritage Attitude Scale, Environmental Attitude Scale, 
and the Well-being of the Local People Behavior Scale.  Since the statistical analysis 
does not appear to point to any problems with five of the scales, the focus will be on the 
three scales where there are more than one eigenvalue over one, which hint at more than 
one dimension being present.  
Reliability and Dimensionality of the Cultural Heritage Attitudes Scale   
 
 A scale with more than one eigenvalue over 1 is the Cultural Heritage Attitude 
Scale.  The eigenvalues and the amount of unique variance that each eigenvalue explains 
are shown in Table 10.  The Cultural Heritage Attitude Scale does have a factor with 
eigenvalues of 4.8 and 1.2, but the first factor explains 48 percent of the variance while 
the second eigenvalue only explains 12 percent of the variance. This coupled with the 
scree plot in Figure 5, which has only one eigenvalue over the break in the elbow, suggest 
that the scale is unidimensional. The initial factor loadings of the component matrix in 
Table 11 have each scale item loading above 0.593, which demonstrates that the scale’s 
items are significantly correlated with the first factor. The face validity and statistical 
analysis point to a unidimensional scale when examined more closely.  
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Table 10: Total Variance Explained by Eigenvalue for the Cultural Heritage Attitude Scale 
 Principle Component Factor Analysis 
Component Eigenvalues Percent of Variance Cumulative Percentage 
1 4.831 48.314 48.314 
2 1.219 12.188 60.502 
3 .803 8.032 68.535 
4 .616 6.156 74.691 
5 .574 5.736 80.426 
6 .504 5.039 85.465 
7 .473 4.727 90.192 
8 .399 3.990 94.182 
9 .312 3.124 97.306 
10 .269 2.694 100.000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5: Scree plot: Cultural Heritage Attitude Scale 
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Table 11: Component Matrix: Cultural Heritage Attitude Scale 
Questions Factor Loadings for Component 
1 
a) See a culture different than my own 0.661 
b) Visit museums 0.593 
c) Visit art galleries 0.605 
d) Have information on the history of the local people 0.740 
e) Have contact with native people 0.755 
f) Purchase locally made products/handicrafts 0.644 
g) Eat local cuisine 0.629 
h) Attend cultural events 0.762 
i) Learn about the local culture 0.811 
j) Meet local residents 0.714 
 
 
Reliability and Dimensionality of the Environmental Attitude Scale   
 
  A second scale with two eigenvalues over 1 was the Environmental Attitude 
Scale.  The eigenvalues and the amount of unique variance that each one explains are 
located in Table 12.  The results from the Environmental Attitude Scale show two factors 
with an eigenvalue over 1.0, but the first eigenvalue explains 42 percent of the variance 
while the second eigenvalue only explains 11 percent of the variance. This coupled with 
the scree plot in Figure 6, which has a distinct elbow, suggest that the scale is 
unidimensional. The initial factor loadings of the component matrix in Table 13 have 
each scale item loading above 0.476, which demonstrates that each item within the scale 
is significantly correlated with the overarching factor. Even with the high initial loadings, 
when the factor loadings were rotated the component matrix had four items loading on 
the second component. It is interesting that each of these four items that loaded on the 
second component had been recoded to accurately represent the scale. These were 
recoded since agreement indicated a non-geotraveler response.  This may be evidence of 
respondent fatigue or lack of attention. Even though the four items loaded on the second 
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component when a varimax rotation was performed, the distinct elbow in the scree plot, 
lack of variation explained by the second eigenvalue, the high initial factor loadings, and 
the face validity of the scale point to a unidimensional scale.  
Table 12: Total Variance Explained by Eigenvalue for the Environmental Attitude Scale 
Principle Components Factor Analysis 
Component Eigenvalues Percent of Variance Cumulative Percentage 
1 4.164 41.638 41.638 
2 1.099 10.988 52.627 
3 .924 9.240 61.867 
4 .764 7.637 69.504 
5 .692 6.917 76.421 
6 .639 6.395 82.816 
7 .611 6.106 88.922 
8 .464 4.645 93.566 
9 .348 3.484 97.050 
10 .295 2.950 100.000 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6: Scree Plot: Environmental Attitude Scale 
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Table 13: Component Matrix for the Environmental Attitude Scale 
 
Questions Loading for 
Component 1
a) Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to suit their needs 0.519 (recoded) 
b) When humans interfere with nature it often produces disastrous 
consequences 
0.634 
c) Humans are severely abusing the environment. 0.764 
d) Plants and animals have as much right as humans to exist. 0.717 
e) The current discussion on the ecological crisis facing humankind has been 
greatly exaggerated 
0.676 (recoded) 
f) Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature 0.634 (recoded) 
g)  The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset. 0.653 
h)  If things continue on their present course, we will soon experience a major 
ecological catastrophe. 
0.802 
i)  If I rent a car, the car's fuel economy is important in my rental decision. 0.489 
j) When Choosing my Lodging, I am not concerned about the facilities 
environmental practices 
0.476 (recoded) 
 
 
Reliability and Dimensionality of the Well-being of the Local People Behavior Scale   
 
  Another scale with two eigenvalues over one is the Well-being of the Local 
People Behavior Scale. The eigenvalues and the amount of unique variance that each one 
explains are shown in Table 14, and the scree plot for the scale is located in Figure 7.  
Unlike the previous two scales where the second eigenvalue explained little variance and 
where there was a discrete break in the elbow on the scree plot, the Well-being of the 
Local People Behavior Scale has one eigenvalue of 2.2 that explains 44 percent of the 
variance and a second eigenvalue of 1.5 that explains 30 percent of the variance. If one 
looks at the inter-item correlation matrix in Table 15, it becomes evident that the items 
pertaining to ‘franchise restaurants’ and ‘franchise hotels’ have low but positive 
correlations with the other items in the scale. This could be an indication of why they 
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load on the second factor.   Even though the statistics and the respondents’ answers hint 
that the scale has two separate dimensions, the scale has a reasonably good reliability 
score of 0.67.  Table 16 shows that each item loads above 0.528 on the first component. 
As noted by Hair et al. (1998) earlier, factor loadings above 0.50 should be considered 
significant. One would also think that the items at face validity are unidimensional since 
they are measuring the travelers’ use of local resources when traveling, but the statistics 
argue that there is a second dimension in the scale. This second dimension consists of the 
two questions regarding using ‘franchise’ services when traveling. Why the reverse coded 
responses for “franchise restaurants” and “franchise hotels” loaded separately from the 
rest of the scale is not apparent, but should be researched in the future.  Even though 
there are two apparent factors within the scale, the Well-being of the Local People 
Behavior Scale is still a reliable and valid measure of this dimension of geotourism based 
on its good reliability score of 0.67 and the high initial factor loadings above 0.50, which 
represents a strong correlation between all of the scale’s items and the first factor.  This 
reliability score and high factor loadings demonstrate that the scales questions are 
measuring a similar thought throughout despite being able to break the scale down further 
into dimensions that measures the likelihood of using local services when traveling and 
the likelihood of using franchise resources.  In the next chapter, the conclusion section 
will further explain why the Well-being of the Local People Behavior Scale is a reliable 
and valid measure of this geotourism dimension, and suggestions on how to improve the 
scale will be provided.  
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Table 14: Total Variance Explained by Eigenvalue for the Well-being of the Local People 
Behavior Scale 
Principle Components Factor Analysis 
Component Eigenvalue Percent of Variance Cumulative Percentage 
1 2.202 44.040 44.040 
2 1.518 30.370 74.409 
3 .593 11.863 86.272 
4 .386 7.729 94.001 
5 .300 5.999 100.000 
 
 
Figure 7: Scree Plot: Well-being of the Local People Behavior Scale 
 
 
Table 15: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix for the Well-being of the Local People Behavior 
Scale 
 
 locally owned accommodations 
locally 
grown food 
locally made 
arts and crafts 
Franchise 
Hotels 
Franchise 
Restaurants 
Locally owned 
accommodations 1.000 0.595 0.408 0.203 0.136 
Locally grown food 0.595 1.000 0.530 0.140 0.170 
Locally made arts 
and crafts 0.408 0.530 1.000 0.010 0.065 
Franchise Hotels 0.203 0.140 0.010 1.000 0.677 
Franchise 
Restaurants 0.136 0.170 0.065 0.677 1.000 
Component Number 
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Scree Plot for the Well-being of the Local People Behavior Scale  
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Table 16: Component Matrix for the Well-being of the Local People Behavior Scale  
 Component 
Matrix 
Rotated Component 
Matrix 
Questions 1 2 1 2 
a) Locally owned accommodations 0.765 -0.276 0.797 0.158 
b) Locally grown food 0.800 -0.347 0.864 0.116 
c) Locally made arts and crafts 0.645 -0.465 0.792 -0.065 
d) Franchise hotels 0.528 0.751 0.065 0.916 
e) Franchise restaurants 0.532 0.736 0.076 0.905 
 
Section 3: Geotourism Survey Instrument Results 
 
 The Geotourism Survey Instrument (GSI) represents attitudes and behaviors of 
visitors towards the four dimensions of geotourism (cultural heritage, environment, 
aesthetics, and well-being of the local people). In this section, the GSI and the geotourism 
average score taken from the combined scales are presented as well as a summary for 
each individual scale. 
Average GSI scores 
 
In order to determine if there are geotravelers visiting the Crown of the Continent, 
a measure was needed capable of providing a quantitative measure of one’s overall 
geotouristic tendencies. Since the GSI measures each of geotourism’s four dimensions 
separately at both the attitudinal and behavioral level, it was necessary to create a 
quantitative measure indicative of one’s overall geotouristic tendency.  This all-inclusive 
measure is called the average GSI score. The average GSI score consists of combining 
the individual scale means for all the dimensions of geotourism into one average score, 
which provides the overall geotouristic tendencies of travelers. Without an average GSI 
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score, one would only be able to make conclusions about geotravelers at the dimension 
level such as this traveler supports the cultural heritage dimension of geotourism in 
attitude or this traveler’s behavior is in line with the aesthetic behavior dimension.  The 
definition of geotourism is multidimensional meaning that that all dimensions of 
geotourism must be considered when determining if someone is a geotraveler.  Since all 
scales in the GSI were measured on a Likert scale ranging from 1-6, the average 
geotraveler score has a range of 1-6 with 1 representing a non-geotraveler and 6 
representing a perfect geotraveler based upon the definition of geotourism. 
The GSI reveals that most of the visitors to the Crown of the Continent are 
geotravelers because their attitudes and behaviors represent a positive inclination to 
support geotourism.  The combined average score of all eight scales was 4.9, and is 
depicted in Table 17. The score of 4.9 is out of six with six representing a perfect 
geotraveler whose attitudes and behaviors perfectly match up with all dimensions of 
geotourism while a score of 1 represents someone who does not share any of the attitudes 
or behaviors of a geotraveler. This average GSI score of 4.9 means that a majority of 
visitors in the Crown of the Continent are geotravelers based on their attitudes and 
behaviors. The median combined score was also 4.9. A median score of 4.9 means that 
50 percent of the respondents scored higher than 4.9 and that 50 percent of the 
respondents scored below 4.9. Table 18 and Table 19 depict the percentiles of the average 
geotourism scores. It should be noted that respondent’s answers were heavily in favor of 
the geotourism concept.  Only 10 percent of respondents had a value of 4.3 or lower and 
the top 10 percent had a value of 5.4 or higher.  A graphical depiction representing the 
distribution of these average geotourism scores is located in Figure 8. This histogram 
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shows that the sample population heavily favors the values of geotourism with the 
distribution leaning towards the right.  
Table 17: Mean Scores for All Dimensions of Geotourism 
Scales  n* Crown of the Continent n= 3608 
SD 
Cultural Heritage Attitudes mean 3,594 4.8 0.69 
Cultural heritage behavior mean 3,548 5.0 0.71 
Environmental attitude mean  3,570 4.4 0.87 
Environmental behavior mean 3,551 4.6 0.74 
Aesthetic attitude mean 3,593 5.6 0.58 
Aesthetic behavior mean 3,527 5.4 0.65 
Wellbeing of the local people attitude mean 3,566 5.0 0.68 
Wellbeing of the local people behavior mean 3,552 4.2 0.79 
Average of all geotourism scales 3,594 4.9 0.47 
*Each scale has a different n value because some respondents did not answer portions  
of the scale or the scale all together. 
 
 
Table 18:  Mean Score for All Geotourism Scales by Percentiles. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 19: Mean Score for All Geotourism Scales by Quartiles. 
Crown of the Continent 
n= 3608 
Percentage of Respondents Mean Score 
25% 4.6 
50% 4.9 
75% 5.2 
Crown of the Continent 
n= 3608 
Percentage of Respondents Mean Score
10% 4.3 
20% 4.5 
30% 4.7 
40% 4.8 
50% 4.9 
60% 5.0 
70% 5.1 
80% 5.3 
90% 5.4 
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Figure 8: Histogram Depicting the Average Geotourism Scores 
 
Differences between Attitudes and Behaviors 
 
A paired t-test was conducted to determine the differences between the attitude 
and behavior of visitors on each of geotourism’s dimensions (cultural heritage, 
environment, aesthetics, and well-being of the local people).  The results in Table 20 
indicate significant differences in attitudes and behaviors of visitors on each dimension.  
Mean scores of attitudes and behaviors differed by dimension.  Attitude mean scores 
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were higher than their behavior mean scores in the aesthetics and the well-being of local 
people dimensions.  Behavior mean scores were higher than their attitude mean scores for 
the cultural heritage and the environment dimensions.    When summarized, the combined 
attitude mean was higher than the behavior mean by 0.15 indicating that visitors are more 
likely to agree with the geotourism values than actually practice them while traveling.   
 Results in Table 20 show that all dimensions are significantly different between 
attitudes and behaviors.  The mean difference between attitudes and behaviors is shown 
in the “paired difference” column.  A negative value reflects a higher behavior score 
while a positive value reflects a higher attitude score.  The paired difference in the well-
being of local people dimension shows a larger difference between attitudes and 
behaviors than the other dimensions.  This difference of 0.88 between the attitudes and 
behaviors of the well-being of the local people scale is one of the most significant 
findings of the study, and indicates that visitors are likely to be concerned about the local 
people but do not necessarily act in a manner reflecting their attitudes.   
Table 20: Differences between Attitudes and Behaviors of Geotravelers 
Geotourism 
Dimensions Attitudes Behaviors 
Paired 
Difference SD 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
95% 
Confidence 
Interval of 
Difference 
t 
value df 
Significance 
at 95% 
Confidence 
Interval 
 Mean SD Mean SD        
Cultural 
heritage 4.81 0.69 5.03 0.71 -0.22 0.64 .01 -.24 to -.19 -20 3547 .000 
Environment 4.38 0.87 4.61 0.74 -0.23 0.75 .01 -.25 to -.20 -18 3550 .000 
Aesthetics 5.56 0.58 5.42 0.65 0.14 0.62 .01 .12 to .16 13 3548 .000 
Well-being of 
the local 
people 
5.04 0.68 4.16 0.79 0.88 0.86 .01 .85 to .91 61 3539 .000 
GSI scales 4.95 0.51 4.80 0.51 0.15 0.42 .01 .14 to .17 21 3569 .000 
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Individual Geotourism Dimensions 
 
 In this section, the scale for each geotourism dimension (cultural heritage, 
environment, aesthetics, and well-being of the local people) will be displayed.  The 
frequency and mean for each geotourism dimension and individual question are provided, 
so that the reader can better understand how visitors to the Crown of the Continent 
answered questions pertaining to each geotourism dimension. The individual questions of 
the GSI also provide useful content for better explaining what the attitudes and behaviors 
are for those visiting the Crown of the Continent since it provides the frequencies of each 
question. 
 
Cultural Heritage Dimension 
 
The cultural heritage dimension of Tourtellot’s geotourism definition describes a 
tourist who is concerned with sustaining and enhancing the local culture and heritage 
through their travels (Stokes et al., 2003). Overall, the results from Table 21 show that 
visitor attitudes strongly agree with the importance of a cultural heritage experience when 
traveling. This is confirmed with a scale average of 4.8. It should be noted that visitors 
ranked the importance of “visiting museums and art galleries” much lower than other 
aspects of cultural heritage with scores of 4.6 and 4.1 respectively while “eating local 
cuisine” was the highest ranking item on the Cultural Heritage Attitude Scale with an 
average score of 5.2. 
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Table 21: Visitor Attitudes toward Cultural Heritage 
"When I travel, I feel it is important 
to …" 
Strongly   
Disagree   
1 
 
Disagree 
2 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
3 
Somewhat   
Agree 
4 
 
Agree 
5 
Strongly    
Agree       
6 
CoC 
Mean 
Score 
eat local cuisine 1% 1% 2% 14% 41% 42% 5.2 
have information on the history of 
the local people 1% 1% 2% 16% 45% 35% 5.1 
learn about the local culture 0% 1% 2% 16% 47% 35% 5.1 
see a culture different than my own 1% 2% 3% 18% 40% 36% 5.0 
meet local residents 1% 1% 5% 23% 41% 29% 4.9 
have contact with native people 1% 3% 6% 26% 38% 26% 4.8 
purchase locally made 
products/handicrafts 1% 4% 7% 27% 36% 25% 4.7 
attend cultural events 1% 2% 6% 27% 41% 23% 4.7 
visit museums 1% 4% 7% 32% 37% 18% 4.5 
visit art galleries 3% 8% 15% 38% 24% 12% 4.1 
TOTAL cultural heritage attitudes mean 4.8 
Scale: 1= strongly disagree to 6= strongly agree 
 
Overall, results from Table 22 show that visitors are likely to visit sites of cultural 
heritage with an average scale score of 5.0.  Ninety-five percent of the visitors answered 
that they were either “likely” or “very likely” to visit national parks when they travel.  
This high percentage represents the importance of national parks in the region such as 
Waterton, Glacier, Banff, and Yellowstone National Parks to the visitors’ travel 
experience.  Forty-one percent of the respondents were surveyed in or nearby Waterton-
Glacier International Peace Park which could explain why visitors answered so highly on 
this item. 
Table 22: Visitor Behaviors Regarding Cultural Heritage 
When you travel, how likely 
are you to visit the 
following? 
 
Not At All      
Likely       
1 
 
 
Unlikely 
2 
 
Somewhat 
Unlikely 
3 
 
Somewhat       
Likely 
4 
 
 
Likely 
5 
 
Very         
Likely 
6 
CoC 
Mean 
Score 
national parks 0% 0% 1% 5% 24% 71% 5.6 
historic sites 0% 1% 2% 14% 37% 46% 5.3 
cultural sites 0% 1% 5% 23% 39% 31% 4.9 
museums 1% 4% 8% 28% 33% 26% 4.7 
cultural events 1% 3% 9% 30% 33% 24% 4.7 
TOTAL cultural heritage behaviors mean 5.0 
Scale: 1= Not At All Likely to 6= Very Likely 
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Environment Dimension 
 
Sustaining or enhancing a region’s environment is one of the five core dimensions 
of geotourism’s definition.  The survey asked questions regarding visitors’ environmental 
attitudes and behaviors to see how their values aligned with those of geotourism. Tables 
23, 24, and 25 represent the findings. 
Results from the Environmental Attitudes Scale in Table 23 show that visitors 
vary in their environmental attitudes.  The frequencies were much more evenly 
distributed across the categories than the other geotourism components. Even with the 
controversial wording of Dunlap and other’s (2000) NEP scale, the results demonstrate 
that visitors are environmentally conscious as a whole, since all means were on the agree 
side of the scale and the scale’s average mean was 4.4.  
Table 23: Visitor Attitudes towards the Environment 
Do you agree or disagree with 
the following statements? 
 
Strongly       
Disagree      
1 
 
 
Disagree 
2 
 
Somewhat 
Disagree     
3 
 
Somewhat     
Agree         
 4 
 
 
Agree 
5 
 
Strongly      
Agree        
6 
CoC 
Mean 
Score 
The balance of nature is very 
delicate and easily upset. 2% 3% 7% 19% 34% 36% 4.9 
Plants and animals have as 
much right as humans to exist. 4% 5% 9% 17% 29% 37% 4.7 
When humans interfere with 
nature it often produces 
disastrous consequences. 
3% 4% 10% 25% 29% 28% 4.6 
Humans are severely abusing 
the environment. 4% 6% 11% 26% 28% 26% 4.5 
If things continue on their 
present course, we will soon 
experience a major ecological 
catastrophe. 
5% 7% 13% 26% 26% 23% 4.3 
Humans were meant to rule 
over the rest of nature. 28% 22% 16% 18% 10% 7% 
2.8 
*(4.2)
The current discussion on the 
ecological crisis facing 
humankind has been greatly 
exaggerated. 
22% 23% 15% 22% 12% 6% 3.0 *(4.0) 
Humans have the right to 
modify the natural environment 
to suit their needs. 
18% 22% 20% 27% 9% 3% 3.0 *(4.0) 
TOTAL  environmental attitudes mean 4.4
Scale: 1= strongly disagree to 6= strongly agree    
*These questions were worded in a manner where a lower (Strongly Disagree) response indicates a pro-geotourism 
attitude, and a higher (Strongly Agree) response indicates a non-geotouristic attitude. The re-coded mean value is 
provided in the parentheses.  
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Results from the Environmental Behavior Scale in Table 24 demonstrate that 
visitors are less likely to engage in pro-environmental behavior when the behavior 
demands more of a sacrifice.  For example, visitors were likely to recycle and conserve 
energy at home, but when it came to using an alternative form of transportation they were 
almost equally split between somewhat likely and somewhat unlikely.  
Table 24: Visitor Behaviors Regarding the Environment 
In your daily living, how likely 
are you to regularly …? 
 
Not At All     
Likely 
1 
 
 
Unlikely 
2 
 
Somewhat 
Unlikely 
3 
 
Somewhat      
Likely 
4 
 
 
Likely 
5 
 
Very        
Likely       
 6 
CoC 
Mean 
Score 
Recycle 1% 2% 3% 11% 24% 59% 5.3
conserve energy 0% 1% 3% 16% 41% 39% 5.1
conserve water 1% 2% 5% 19% 40% 33% 4.9
purchase environmentally 
friendly products 1% 2% 6% 26% 38% 29% 4.9 
choose a form of transportation 
other than your personal 
automobile 
7% 16% 20% 23% 18% 16% 3.8 
TOTAL environmental behavior mean 4.8
Scale: 1= not at all likely to 6= very likely 
 
 
The Environmental Travel Service Scale in Table 25 shows that visitors would be 
willing to use lodging facilities that practice environmental conservation if that 
information was more readily available to them. The table also reveals that visitors are 
somewhat concerned with the environmental practices of their lodging facilities. This 
means accommodations practicing environmental conservation should better promote 
their “green values” to attract customers, and those accommodations that do not practice 
environmental conservation should start to implement conservation strategies since there 
is a market segment that will choose an accommodation practicing conservation over one 
that does not. The Environmental Travel Service Scale was segmented by attitude and 
behaviors questions then added to the environmental attitudes and environmental 
behavior scales where appropriate. These questions were added to the environmental 
attitudes and behaviors scales respectively, so that each dimension of geotourism would 
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be counted equally in the overall geotravelers score. The researcher did not want the 
environmental dimension of geotourism to carry more weight than the other dimensions. 
 
Table 25: Visitor Environmental Attitudes and Behaviors Regarding Travel Services 
Do you agree or disagree with 
the following statements about 
travel? 
Strongly      
Disagree      
1 
 
Disagree 
2 
Somewhat 
Disagree     
3 
Somewhat      
Agree          
4 
 
Agree 
5 
Strongly      
Agree        
6 
CoC 
Mean 
Score 
I would choose a lodging facility 
that practices environmental 
conservation, if that 
information was readily 
available to me. 
1% 2% 6% 26% 44% 22% 4.8 
If I rent a car, the car's fuel 
economy is important in my 
rental decision. 
2% 8% 9% 23% 34% 25% 4.5 
When choosing my lodging, I 
am not concerned about the 
facility's environmental policies. 
12% 29% 26% 22% 9% 2% 2.9 *(4.1) 
I only consider using travel 
services that practice 
environmental conservation. 
3% 17% 28% 34% 14% 4% 3.5 
TOTAL  environmental travel services mean 4.2 
Scale: 1= strongly disagree to 6= strongly agree  *This question was worded in a manner where a lower (Strongly Disagree) response 
indicates a pro-geotourism attitude, and a higher (Strongly Agree) response indicates a non-geotouristic attitude. The re-coded mean 
value is provided in the parentheses.  
 
 
Aesthetics Dimension 
 
The importance of a travel destination’s aesthetics and scenic beauty are a 
significant piece of geotourism’s definition.  Overall, results show visitors strongly agree 
that aesthetics and scenic beauty are an essential aspect of an enjoyable travel experience 
(Table 26). There was little variation among the items in the scale and the total mean 
score of the scale was 5.6 demonstrating the importance of a travel destination’s 
aesthetics to Crown of the Continent visitors. The aesthetic attitude dimension was the 
highest scoring scale in the GSI. 
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Table 26: Visitor Attitudes towards Aesthetics and Scenic Beauty 
Do you agree or disagree 
with the following 
statements? 
Strongly       
Disagree 
1 
 
Disagree    
2 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
3 
Somewhat      
Agree 
4 
 
Agree     
5 
Strongly      
Agree 
6 
CoC 
Mean 
Score 
Scenic beauty at tourism 
destinations must be 
preserved. 
0% 0% 1% 3% 18% 78% 5.7 
Scenic beauty creates a sense 
of awe within me. 0% 0% 0% 5% 22% 72% 5.7 
Beauty has intrinsic value. 0% 0% 1% 4% 25% 70% 5.6
When I see a beautiful 
landscape, my full attention 
is absorbed by it. 
0% 0% 1% 8% 33% 58% 5.5 
An area's scenic beauty is an 
essential component of an 
enjoyable travel experience. 
0% 1% 1% 6% 26% 66% 5.5 
The opportunity to enjoy the 
beauty of nature is essential 
to all my travel experiences. 
1% 1% 2% 11% 26% 59% 5.4 
TOTAL aesthetic attitude mean 5.6
Scale: 1= strongly disagree to 6= strongly agree 
 
The Aesthetic Behavior Scale in Table 27 reveals that many visitors plan their 
vacations around a region’s scenic beauty.  Over 80 percent of the respondents marked 
that they were likely or very likely to use scenic driving routes and stop at scenic 
overlooks. 
 
Table 27: Visitor Behaviors Regarding Aesthetics and Scenic Beauty 
When you travel, how likely 
are you to … 
Not At All    
Likely 
1 
 
Unlikely    
2 
Somewhat 
Unlikely 
3 
Somewhat      
Likely 
4 
 
Likely     
5 
Very         
Likely        
6 
CoC 
Mean 
Score 
specifically travel to an area 
for its scenic beauty 0% 0% 1% 7% 27% 66% 5.6 
stop at scenic overlooks 0% 0% 2% 13% 32% 53% 5.4
plan your vacation around 
the opportunity to enjoy 
scenic beauty 
0% 1% 2% 9% 31% 57% 5.4 
search for scenic driving 
routes 0% 1% 3% 12% 33% 52% 5.3 
participate in outdoor 
recreation activities (hiking, 
rafting, fishing, etc …) 
1% 2% 5% 16% 26% 50% 5.1 
TOTAL aesthetic behavior mean 5.4
Scale: 1= strongly disagree to 6= strongly agree 
 
Well-being of the Local People Dimension 
 
A desire for one’s travel to positively impact the local residents at the travel 
destination is an important theme in geotourism’s definition.  Table 28 reveals that 
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visitors are concerned about the well-being of the local people. Most of the means were 
5.0 or higher.  It is interesting to compare the visitors’ attitudes towards the well-being of 
the local people with their behavior towards the local people in Table 29.  As one will 
notice, the mean score for the behavior questions is an entire point lower than the 
attitudes score representing a discrepancy between visitors desiring to help the local 
people and participating in behavior that supports local businesses. 
 
Table 28: Visitor Attitudes towards the Well-being of the Local People 
Do you agree or disagree with 
the following statements 
about travel and tourism? 
Strongly       
Disagree 
1 
 
Disagree    
2 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
3 
Somewhat      
Agree 
4 
 
Agree     
5 
Strongly      
Agree         
6 
CoC 
Mean 
Score 
The local people's opinions 
must be considered in the 
tourism planning process. 
0% 0% 1% 13% 46% 40% 5.2 
Tourism must contribute to 
the integrity of the local 
community. 
0% 1% 3% 16% 47% 34% 5.1 
Tourism must build cultural 
pride within the local 
community. 
0% 1% 4% 17% 45% 34% 5.1 
Hiring local people must be a 
priority of tourism-related 
business. 
0% 1% 4% 16% 37% 42% 5.1 
The local people must have 
the opportunity to manage 
tourism in their region. 
0% 1% 3% 22% 46% 28% 5.0 
I desire the revenue from 
tourism to go into the hands 
of the local people. 
0% 1% 4% 21% 40% 35% 5.0 
I am concerned with whether 
or not my visit impacts the 
local community. 
1% 2% 6% 24% 42% 25% 4.8 
TOTAL well-being of the local people attitude mean 5.0
Scale: 1= strongly disagree to 6= strongly agree 
 
 
Table 29: Visitor Behaviors Regarding the Well-being of the Local People 
When you travel, how 
likely are you to seek out... 
 
Not At All     
Likely       
1 
 
 
Unlikely    
2 
 
Somewhat 
Unlikely     
 3 
 
Somewhat       
Likely          
4 
 
 
Likely     
5 
 
Very        
Likely       
6 
CoC 
Mean 
Score 
locally made arts and 
crafts 1% 3% 9% 25% 35% 27% 4.7 
locally grown food 1% 5% 10% 28% 35% 22% 4.6
locally owned 
accommodations 2% 6% 14% 33% 30% 16% 4.3 
franchise restaurants 14% 18% 23% 30% 12% 3% 3.2 *(3.8)
franchise hotels 7% 12% 21% 36% 20% 5% 3.6 *(3.4)
TOTAL well-being of the local people behavior mean 4.2
Scale: 1= not at all likely to 6= very likely 
*This question was worded in a manner where a lower (less likely) response indicates a pro-geotourism attitude, and a higher (more 
likely) response indicates a non-geotouristic attitude. The re-coded mean value is provided in the parentheses. 
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Summary of Results 
 
This chapter has provided results from the Geotourism Survey Instrument (GSI) 
in three sections. The first section focused on the demographic information, which 
provided a description of visitors to the Crown of the Continent. The results showed that 
this sample of visitors were from all over the world and generally affluent and well-
educated.  After introducing the sample, the second section displayed the statistical 
analysis for the scales that comprise the GSI.  Since the GSI attempts to measure each 
dimension of geotourism, the reliability analysis and factor analysis for each scale was 
provided. All of the scales had high reliabilities ranging from 0.67 to 0.88.  Results 
suggested that three of the scales may have multiple dimensions, so each of these three 
scales were discussed in detail to determine their dimensionality. The third section 
displayed respondent’s answers on the GSI.  Besides the question frequencies and scale 
means, a combined geotraveler score was created to measure one’s overall geotouristic 
tendencies, and to see if there were actually geotravelers visiting the Crown of the 
Continent. The average geotraveler score was 4.9 out of 6.0 representing a strong 
agreement with the attitudes of geotourism and a strong likelihood to participate in 
geotourism behavior.  The final chapter synthesizes the previous four chapters into useful 
recommendations on how to apply the findings from this study. The next chapter will 
provide conclusions based upon the results and discuss the implications of the research 
findings. 
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Chapter V 
 
Conclusions and Implications 
 
This chapter presents the conclusions and implications for the “Geotourism in the 
‘Crown of the Continent: Developing and testing the Geotourism Survey Instrument 
(GSI)” study.  This thesis consisted of two over-arching research questions that asked: 
1) Is the Geotourism Survey Instrument (GSI) and its scales a reliable and valid 
measure of the multiple dimensions of geotourism?  
2) Are the visitors to the Crown of the Continent geotravelers?  
This chapter provides the conclusions and implications for these two research questions 
based on the results provided in chapter four.  Following the conclusions, implications for 
marketing, business practices, and public policies are presented. Ideas for future research 
are included following the implications. 
Research Question One:  
Is the Geotourism Survey Instrument (GSI) and its scales a valid and reliable 
measure of the multiple dimensions of geotourism’s definition? 
 
 The GSI was created to provide a reliable and valid measure of the geotouristic 
tendencies of travelers based upon the definition of geotourism by Jonathan Tourtellot of 
National Geographic. Tourtellot in Stokes et al. (2003) defines geotourism as “Tourism 
that sustains or enhances the geographical character of a place- its environment, culture, 
aesthetics, heritage, and the well-being of its residents.” Each of these dimensions of the 
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geotourism definition was measured using an attitude and behavior scale giving the GSI a 
total of eight sub-scales.  
Results indicated that the eight GSI’s scales provided a reliable and valid measure 
of each geotourism dimension based on the statistical techniques of reliability analysis 
and factor analysis.  As reported in Chapter IV, five of the eight scales had high 
reliabilities with no suggestions of multiple dimensions being present. Three scales had 
high alpha reliability levels, but with more than one eigenvalue over one. The scales with 
more than one eigenvalue over one were the Cultural Heritage Attitude Scale, the 
Environmental Attitude Scale, and the Well-being of the Local People Behavior Scale.  
The proceeding paragraphs will examine each scale and provide evidence on why the 
researcher has concluded that the scales are a reliable and valid measure of that particular 
dimension of geotourism. 
The Cultural Heritage Attitude Scale had an alpha reliability of 0.87, but the 
principle components factor analysis indicated the potential for more than one factor. 
Despite having two eigenvalues with scores above 1, the Cultural Heritage Attitude Scale 
is a reliable and unidimensional measure of the cultural heritage attitude dimension of 
geotourism based upon the scale having one factor that explains 48 percent of the 
variance, a distinct break in the elbow, each item with an initial factor loading of 0.593 or 
higher, and having face validity that suggests that the scale is unidimensional. The two 
items that loaded on a second factor are the questions “When I travel, I feel it is important 
to visit museums” and “When I travel, I feel it is important to visit art galleries.” These 
items are more specific representations of cultural heritage compared to the questions that 
ask about visiting cultural or historical sites, which may explain why respondents were 
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more likely to answer differently on these items. These items should be kept in the scale 
because art galleries and museums are significant representations of a regions’ cultural 
heritage based upon the literature, and the Crown of the Continent geotourism mapguide.  
Art galleries and museums are also very prominent pieces of other geotourism 
mapguides, so one would conclude that one’s feelings towards visiting art galleries and 
museums are pertinent questions to ask. The question pertaining to art galleries and 
museums also loaded highly on the first unrotated factor with scores of 0.593 and 0.605 
respectively indicating they are highly correlated with the first unrotated factor.  These 
high initial loadings coupled with the discrete elbow break in Figure 5 and the fact that 
first factor explain 48 percent of the variance all suggest that the two items should be kept 
in the scale and that the scale is a reliable and valid measure of the cultural heritage 
attitude dimension of geotourism. 
The Environmental Attitude Scale has an alpha reliability of 0.84, but the 
principle components factor analysis indicates the potential for more than one factor. 
Despite having two eigenvalues with values of more than one, the Environmental 
Attitude Scale is a reliable and unidimensional measure of the environmental dimension 
of geotourism. This is based upon one factor explaining 42 percent of the variance, a 
distinct break in the elbow, each item with an initial loading of 0.476 or higher, and a 
face validity that suggests unidimensionality. One explanation for why the scale has more 
than one eigenvalue over 1 is that four of the items within the scale were worded in a 
manner where disagreement with the question represented a pro-geotourism attitude and 
agreement indicated a non-geotraveler attitude. Each of the items that appeared on the 
second rotated component were items that had to be recoded.  Another possible 
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explanation is that some respondents were too fatigued or distracted to follow the shift in 
question wording. Even without the acceptance of this explanation, the scale can stand 
alone as unidimensional and reliable based upon the statistical findings of chapter four 
which show there is a discrete break in the scree plot and the first eigenvalue explaining 
42 percent of the variance. The decision to treat this scale as a reliable and valid measure 
of the environmental attitude dimension of geotourism is also supported by the high 
initial factor loadings for the scale of 0.476 or higher. 
The Well-being of the Local People Behavior Scale is a more complex scale 
compared to the two previous scales. The scale has two eigenvalues that share a 
significant amount of variance and appear above the break in the elbow. The inter-item 
correlation matrix in Table 15 also shows that there are very low but positive correlations 
among some of the items. When the components were rotated in the factor analysis, two 
of the items loaded on the second component. These items were “When you travel, how 
likely are you to seek out franchise restaurants” and “When you travel, how likely are 
you to seek out franchise hotels.”  The items were included as non-geotraveler behaviors 
since the well-being of the local people literature implies using local infrastructure and 
resources when traveling would significantly help the well-being of the local people.  The 
respondents’ answers to the scale did not break down as expected. One would assume 
that the respondents’ answers to ‘staying at local accommodations’ would be the inverse 
of ‘staying at franchise hotels,” but there was a lot of similarity in the way respondents 
answered these questions.  This inconsistent answering has resulted in the ‘franchise’ 
questions loading on a separate factor from the rest of the scale.  The inconsistent 
answers from the respondents may indicate that they are likely to use both local services 
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such as locally owned accommodations and restaurants while also using franchise 
services when it is convenient for them.  Another hypothesis for why respondents 
answered inconsistently on the scale is that the ‘franchise restaurants’ and ‘franchise 
hotel’ questions were meant to measure non-geotraveler behaviors.  This means that a 
‘very likely’ response indicates a non-geotraveler and a ‘not at all likely’ response 
indicates a perfect geotraveler behavior.  These two items were the last items on the 
survey before the demographic questions, which could have caused some of the 
respondents to misinterpret the question resulting in an inaccurate response. Some of the 
respondents could have been fatigued by the ten minute long questionnaire and not 
picked up on the change in the scale.  
 Despite having two factors present, one factor that measures the likelihood of 
using local travel services and one factor that measures the likelihood of using franchise 
travel services, the scale has a good reliability of 0.67 with high initial factor loadings all 
above 0.528.  This reliability score and high initial factor loadings demonstrate that all 
the items within the scale are internally consistent and it is appropriate to scale the items 
together because all of the items are correlated with the overarching factor. The two 
factors that surface within the scale do not deem the scale unreliable or an invalid 
measure of the well-being of the local people behavior dimension of geotourism. The 
second factor pertaining to using ‘franchise restaurants’ helps simplify travelers’ behavior 
towards the well-being of the local people.  The results do indicate that the scale could be 
improved to provide a more reliable and valid measure.  Perhaps questions that ask 
respondents how likely they are to use franchise restaurants and franchise 
accommodations is not the best measure of how their behavior impacts the well-being of 
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the local people.  With that said, geotravelers should be using local services and not 
franchise ones when the opportunity presents itself.   One recommendation for the scale 
would be to remove the franchise questions and replace them with two or three more 
questions that ask about the likelihood of respondents to use local services when 
traveling.  A second recommendation would be to retest the scale in order to see if two 
factors would surface again when tested on a different population. A third 
recommendation is to conduct qualitative research to understand why respondents answer 
similarly on the ‘franchise’ and ‘local’ services questions. The Well-being of the Local 
People Behavior Scale is a valid and reliable measure based upon the high initial factor 
loadings and the reliability analysis, but could be revised to better measure this dimension 
of geotourism. 
Research Question Two:  
Are geotravelers visiting geotourism map sites within the Crown of the 
Continent? 
 
  This research revealed that the majority of travelers in the Crown of the Continent 
share both the attitudes and behaviors of a geotraveler. On a scale from one to six with 
one representing a non-geotraveler and six representing a perfect geotraveler, the average 
score of all respondents was 4.9.  This indicates that a majority of visitors in the Crown 
of the Continent share both the attitude and behaviors of geotravelers on all the 
dimensions. The median score was also 4.9. This median score of 4.9 demonstrates that 
50 percent of the respondents had a geotraveler score of 4.9 or higher.  The top 10 
percentile had a geotraveler score of 5.4 and the bottom ten percent had a geotraveler 
score of 4.3.  
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In essence, almost all visitors shared the values of geotourism on all dimensions. 
Figure 5, in the results chapter, provides a good graphical representation of how high the 
geotourism scores were for the sample. The evidence that geotravelers are visiting the 
Crown of the Continent is a positive sign for Montana, Alberta, British Columbia, and 
National Geographic. The high number of geotravelers in Crown of the Continent is 
supportive of the “Geotourism: The New Trend in Travel” study’s claim that there are 55 
million American geotravelers (Stokes et al., 2003). It seems that the Crown of the 
Continent sample heavily embraced the values of geotourism. 
 When the dimensions of geotourism were analyzed by individual attitude and 
behavior scales, it is apparent that visitors share the values of geotourism at the 
dimensional level as well. The individual scale scores ranged from 5.6 on the Aesthetic 
Attitude Scale to 4.2 on the Well-being of the Local People Behavior Scale 
demonstrating that respondents, on average, agree with the values of geotourism or are 
likely to participate in geotourism behavior.  
 The aesthetics dimension was the most embraced dimension by the visitors. The 
mean scale score for the Aesthetic Attitude Scale and the Aesthetic Behavior Scale were 
5.6 and 5.4 respectively. This demonstrates that the Crown of the Continent’s scenic 
beauty is one of the most important aspects to the visitor’s travel experience. The 
importance of aesthetics and scenic beauty to travelers in the Crown of the Continent is 
supported by Kent (1993) and Wellman et al. (1982) studies that found scenic beauty to 
be a top priority of travelers visiting Cape Hatteras National Seashore, Shenandoah 
National Park, and on Connecticut scenic driving routes.  
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The second highest ranking dimension among the visitors was the cultural 
heritage dimension of geotourism. The mean scale score for the Cultural Heritage 
Attitude Scale and the Cultural Heritage Behavior Scale were 4.8 and 5.0 respectively 
indicating that the opportunity to visit cultural heritage sites is very important to visitors 
in the Crown of the Continent. These findings are supported by Prentice (1994) cited in 
Boyd (2002) who states that tourism experiences promoting the past have been growing 
in popularity since the 1990’s. The importance of cultural heritage sites to tourism in the 
Crown of the Continent is also supported by the Travel Industry Association of 
America’s study on Historic/Cultural travelers. In 2003, that study found 81 percent of 
traveling adults in the United States of America visit at least one cultural heritage site a 
year. This equates to 118 million adults who enjoy visiting cultural heritage sites like 
those the Crown of the Continent has to offer (Patkose, 2003). 
The environmental and well-being of the local people dimensions had similar 
average scores. The mean scale score for the Environmental Attitudes Scale and the 
Environmental Behavior Scale were 4.4 and 4.6 respectively. The Environmental 
Attitudes Scale predominately consisted of questions from Dunlap and others (2000) 
NEP scale.  In Lück’s (2003) review of the NEP scale use in the tourism context, he 
found that all studies in a tourism context except one (Higham et al., 2001) had high NEP 
scores ranging from 2.9-3.7 (out of 4-point scale). Lück (2003) acknowledges that 
tourists seem to have higher environmental attitudes than the general population possibly 
because they are surrounded by beautiful scenery and wildlife during their travels. The 
Crown of the Continent definitely has an abundance of beautiful scenery and wildlife, 
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which could have encouraged visitors to be more environmentally conscious on both the 
attitude and behavior scales. 
The mean scale score for the Well-being of the Local People Attitude scale and 
the Well-being of the Local People Behavior Scale were 5.0 and 4.2 respectively. There 
was a .88 difference between the attitude score and the behavior score supporting the 
research of Ajzen and Fishbein (1977) who noted that attitudes do not always perfectly 
predict behaviors.  To see if this difference between the two means was significant, a 
paired t-test was performed. The paired t-test revealed that the .88 difference in means 
was significant at the .000 level. This difference in means reveals that the respondents are 
likely to agree with the concept of supporting the well-being of the local people, but are 
not as willing to participate in behaviors that support the well-being of the local people 
such as staying at local accommodations or eating at local restaurants.  The difference in 
means is one of the most significant findings of the study. Why do the respondents 
answer one way in attitude and in a different way in their behavior? One possible 
conclusion is that travelers desire to help the local people in their attitudes, but do not 
know how to act in a manner that benefits the local people, i.e. using local resources 
when traveling or that something constrains travelers from engaging in geotourism 
behavior. If this is the case, local businesses and state travel partners need to better 
market local businesses to travelers. Another potential conclusion is that travelers are 
afraid, uncomfortable or unsatisfied with the local tourism infrastructure.  If this is the 
case, local businesses and state travel partners need to fix/develop local tourism 
infrastructure in a manner that remains authentic to the region’s character while providing 
a clean, safe and quality service.  
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Management Implications 
 
 The questions of “Are there geotravelers in the Crown of the Continent?” and “Is 
the Geotourism Survey Instrument (GSI) and its scales a valid and reliable measure of the 
multiple dimensions of geotourism’s definition?” have been found to be true. The thesis 
will now provide the implications of how this research affects managing tourism in the 
Crown of the Continent and the field of tourism as a whole. 
 
Marketing Implications for the Crown of the Continent 
 
  The results are positive for National Geographic and the regional travel partners 
of Montana, Alberta, and British Columbia. There are geotravelers in the Crown of the 
Continent! This means that a majority of the visitors to the Crown of the Continent desire 
the following things: 1) the scenic beauty of the area to be preserved; 2) their visit to have 
as little of an environmental impact as possible; 3) an authentic cultural heritage 
experience when traveling in the Crown of the Continent; and, 4) for their visit to 
positively impact the people who inhabit the region where they are traveling.  Since the 
geotourism mapguide for the Crown of the Continent already exists and focuses tourism 
on businesses and sites that share the values of geotourism, the geotourism mapguides 
need to be dispersed to a wider audience so that the traveling public can be educated 
about how to travel like a geotraveler while in the Crown of the Continent. Orams (1996) 
discusses how interpretational material can help educate tourists and positively shape 
their environmental behavior. Since Orams’ (1996) and Beckmann (1998) cited in 
Orams, (1996) have suggested interpretational material can help guide tourism behavior, 
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the Crown of the Continent should be able to use the geotourism mapguide to help 
encourage travelers to behave as geotravelers, which in turn will help sustain the region’s 
geographical character.  With pictures and text that address the importance of eating and 
staying locally, travelers will become more aware of the travel services that they use after 
coming into contact with the geotourism mapguide.    
Since the results show visitors desire to have a geotourism experience when 
traveling in the Crown of the Continent, marketers need to focus their attention on 
providing the geotourism market segment of the general public with more information 
about the region. Part of this is to better circulate the map as mentioned before, but the 
travel partners need to proactively try to understand the market segment of geotourism. 
Current visitors to the area also need to have easy access to travel information that allows 
them to act upon the geotourism values they hold.  When this study was conducted, the 
geotourism mapguides had only been circulated for a few months. This means there will 
potentially be more geotravelers visiting the region in the future as the Crown of the 
Continent becomes more widely known as a region of superb natural beauty with its 
geographical character intact.  This implies there will be a greater demand for travel 
services that practice the values of geotourism, which leads to the management 
implications for tourism businesses in the Crown of the Continent. 
Management Implications for Crown of the Continent Businesses 
 
 The fact that there are geotravelers visiting the Crown of the Continent, and that 
there is a geotourism mapguide which highlights certain business over others has 
significant implications for businesses in the region. First, the businesses on the 
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geotourism mapguide will substantially benefit from being on the geotourism mapguide.  
The mapguide provides the businesses on it with free advertising directly to the market 
segment that appreciates the services it provides. Businesses on the mapguide need to be 
aware that an influx of visitation could potentially degraded away their site’s uniqueness 
and authenticity. Managers need to think about ways to grown business, but maintain the 
character of place that attracts geotravelers to the Crown of the Continent.  Even though 
the geotourism mapguide does a great job of focusing on the businesses and sites that 
practice the values of geotourism, there are many restaurants, accommodations, and sites 
that also meet the criteria of a geotourism business/site, but are not mentioned on the 
map.  
 As more geotravelers visit the Crown of the Continent, there will be added 
pressure on the business/sites not on the geotourism mapguide to compete with those on 
the mapguide. This has two meanings. The first implication is that businesses who do 
meet the criteria of geotourism, but are not on the map, need to be promoted so they can 
continue to compete with their competitors who are on the mapguide. These geotourism 
businesses not represented on the mapguide could potentially suffer from their traditional 
geotraveler cliental choosing the National Geographic endorsed business over their 
business. These businesses also need to vigorously market their geotourism values such 
as being locally owned, environmentally sustainable and having some tie to the cultural 
heritage of the region. The website for the Crown of the Continent geotourism mapguide 
(www.crownofthecontinent.net) has started to display information for businesses that 
practice the values of geotourism, but were not included on the geotourism mapguide. 
Hopefully, the website will enable travelers to research other sites besides those on the 
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mapguide that share the values of geotourism. Respondents mentioned during the survey 
that there is no way of knowing who is a local business or what the environmental 
policies are of travel services in the Crown of the Continent. One easy option for a 
business is to become certified as an environmentally friendly hotel or become a member 
of an association that displays business that are “green” or locally owned.  The states and 
provinces of the Crown of the Continent could also create their own business/site 
certification program where they provide some sort of guide to businesses and sites that 
practice the values of geotourism.  This idea of geotourism accreditation program was 
mentioned at the Crown of the Continent Geotourism Stewardship Council meeting in 
Fernie, BC, but has not come to fruition.  
The second implication is aimed at businesses in the Crown of the Continent that 
do not meet the geotourism criteria. These businesses have two choices. One is to 
remodel themselves to meet the demands of geotravelers and compete with other 
geotourism businesses or they can decide to carry on business as usual as it seems to have 
been working for them to date. If these traditionally non-geotourism businesses practice 
environmental conservation such as recycling or energy conservation they should 
promote their green values to visitors because the results of this study indicate that the 
visitors in the Crown of the Continent value environmental conservation.  In similar 
regards, if a business is locally owned, they should proudly promote themselves as 
locally owned and operated because the visitors to the Crown of the Continent desire to 
support locally owned businesses.  Hopefully, geotourism will turn out to be both a 
positive economic incentive to all businesses and a method to make travel in the Crown 
of the Continent more sustainable. Regardless of ownership or scale of tourism, Clarke 
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(1997) notes that sustainable tourism has evolved to position of convergence where it 
should be the goal of all types of tourism. Franchise accommodations can capture a 
portion of this ‘geotraveler’ market segment by focusing the hotels name, décor, food, 
landscaping etc. around the region’s geographical character. For example, a franchise 
accommodation can deviate from the universal hotel floor plan by using local architecture 
like a lodge in the mountains or maybe an adobe brick style in the southwest. Franchise 
accommodations can also landscape with local flora that is appropriate for the climate. 
Using local plants for landscape will add character to sites while also saving water. 
Franchise restaurants can take the same building advice mentioned above, but can modify 
their menus to promote local food. For example, some McDonald’s restaurants in Maine 
have lobster items on the menu.  A small measure such as offering local food or 
designing your building based upon local architecture will help attract travelers who 
desire something different than the norm when traveling. Franchise business need to be 
aware that geotravelers want a unique and authentic travel experience when traveling. 
Franchises who want to attract geotraveler clientele must give geotravelers a reason to 
choose them. Following the stereotypical franchise prototype may attract some 
geotravelers as this study demonstrates, but those franchises who deviate from tradition 
will likely see more geotravelers using their services.  
 As the results demonstrated, visitors to the Crown of the Continent had a desire to 
benefit the local people, but their behaviors did not always follow their attitudes.  This 
finding can be used as an encouragement to proactively market those geotourism 
businesses that use local resources such as local food and employing local residents. It 
also means these local businesses need to provide an equal or better service than the 
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franchise and chain alternatives. When people are on vacation, they may not be willing to 
sacrifice their comfort, if perceived that way, just because it is the local or ‘green’ option. 
The Crown of the Continent geotourism mapguide helps direct travelers towards locally 
owned businesses, but it would behoove businesses to advertise their sustainable 
practices just in case a traveler does not have a geotourism mapguide or if a business is 
not on the mapguide. If travelers are aware of an equally priced lodging option that is 
locally owned and environmentally friendly they may be likely to choose it over a 
franchise hotel with a comparable price. 
Policy Implications for the Crown of the Continent 
 
 Results show that visitors to the Crown of the Continent are geotravelers. Public 
policy that strives to enhance the values of geotourism benefits both the travelers who 
desire a unique travel experience as well as the local people who do not want tourism to 
change their way of life.  These desires to preserve the unique qualities of place are in 
line with geotourism because they actually favor the local people as well as the visitors.  
Public policy that guards the character of place is very beneficial to the local population 
because it is their scenery being protected, their businesses being supported, and their 
cultural heritage that is being highlighted. The policy ideas proposed in this thesis could 
be adopted and promoted by local organizations because an intact geographical character 
will benefit both visitors and residents alike. 
 One policy that could benefit geotourism in the Crown of the Continent is more 
land use planning focused on smart development and limiting uncontrolled urban sprawl. 
As seen in the results, geotravelers are very concerned with the aesthetics and scenic 
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beauty of the region and the oddities that make the region unique. Uncontrolled 
development steals the character of place that defines geotourism destinations. Unwise 
development in the Crown of the Continent has the potential to be harmful not only to the 
environment, but could take away from the region’s aesthetic qualities, distinct cultural 
heritage, and could even harm the well-being of the local people through the combination 
of all three.   More development in the wildland-urban interface and subdividing of large 
ranches for smaller “ranchettes” will not help preserve the Crown of the Continent’s local 
geographical character. Previous research on land use planning and tourism planning has 
shown that addressing zoning issues and policy making is best done as a shared decision-
making process (Bramwell & Sharman, 1999; Williams, Penrose & Hawkes, 1998). In 
Williams and others’ (1998) case study, they found it beneficial for the tourism industry 
to identify and label special areas to tourism such as ecosystems, fish and wildlife areas, 
backcountry recreation sites and cultural heritage sites as Special Resource Development 
Zones (SRDZs) so that these areas could be more closely considered in the land use 
planning process. The Crown of the Continent could follow this example, so that the 
region’s distinct character can be considered during the land use planning process and all 
potential stakeholders can collaboratively decide how the land in the Crown of the 
Continent should be used.  
Other policy ideas that could help promote the values of geotourism are policies 
that focus on maintaining and funding sites of cultural heritage.  Geotravelers want to see 
historic structures and experience the history of the area. By implementing policies that 
favor cultural heritage sites, not only will the Crown of the Continent’s cultural heritage 
be preserved, but the resulting intact cultural heritage will prove to be an economic asset 
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to the region. A TIA study on historic and cultural travelers found that 81 percent of 
traveling adults in the United States visited at least one cultural heritage site a year 
(Patkose, 2003). The same study also calculated that cultural heritage travelers spend on 
average $623 per trip, which is $166 more than the $457 for all US travelers (not 
including transportation) (Patkose, 2003).  If the Crown of the Continent is able to 
preserve and enhance its culture heritage resources, it appears that cultural heritage will 
be an asset to the region, which in turn will continue to attract visitors in perpetuity. Once 
areas of significant cultural heritage are destroyed, they are almost impossible to bring 
back. Preemptive measures to save the cultural heritage are preferred to retroactive 
measures. 
 A more extreme and far-fetched policy that could substantially help local business 
in the Crown of the Continent is the creation of local currencies. This may be difficult 
across international borders, but could possibly be undertaken individually in Montana, 
Alberta, and British Columbia. This idea is based upon the BerkShare currency of the 
Berkshire region of Massachusetts (Kirschener, 2008; Gordon, 2007 & BerkShares, 
2009). This local currency provides users with a five to ten percent premium when they 
trade in U.S. dollars for BerkShare dollars (Kirschener, 2008).  For example, one hundred 
U.S. dollars would equal 110 BerkShare dollars. The BerkShare dollars are only 
redeemable at local business, which gives locals and visitors alike an incentive to shop 
locally instead of using non-local businesses. If the provinces and states of the Crown of 
the Continent implemented a local currency, there would be an increased incentive to buy 
local. Gordon (2007) states “BerkShares have not only put the idea of buying locally into 
Berkshire residents heads, they have given consumers a directory of local goods.” This 
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far reaching idea could help promote the geotourism values of helping the well-being of 
the local people. When travelers enter a particular region of the Crown of the Continent 
they could exchange their US or Canadian dollars for a local currency that was worth ten 
percent more and use the currency to support local businesses. Since the Crown of the 
Continent Stewardship Council already exists, the council could be the organization that 
takes the lead on researching this possible idea and potentially act as the ‘bank’ or group 
who distributes the local currency. This may seem difficult to implement, but it could 
substantially help local businesses in the Crown of the Continent. 
Contributions to Tourism 
 
 This study contributes to the field of tourism because it is the first academic study 
to examine National Geographic’s definition of geotourism. There has been the travel 
industry report on geotourism (Geotourism: The New Trend in Travel), but as far as the 
author knows, there has not been an academic study conducted on identifying 
geotravelers (Stokes et al., 2003). This study provides the public with a universal, reliable 
and valid instrument that measures the geotouristic tendencies of travelers. The 
Geotourism Survey Instrument was developed by thoroughly examining the definition of 
geotourism in the academic literature in order to produce an instrument that accurately 
measured the geotouristic tendencies of travelers.  
Now that the GSI has been tested, the GSI can be implemented to determine if 
geotravelers are visiting other areas. This could benefit other geotourism mapsites who 
are wondering if geotravelers are visiting their area or it could be used as a measure of 
marketing success for travel destinations that are marketing to geotravelers.  
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 This study also contributes to tourism by demonstrating that there is a niche 
market segment of travelers who fall under the principles of geotourism. Before this 
study, it was assumed there were travelers who fit this definition of geotourism, but it 
was not certain.  With the results of this study, the travel industry, National Geographic, 
and the travel partners of the Crown of the Continent can be confident that there is such a 
thing as a geotraveler and that they are visiting the region in high numbers.  
 The academic literature pertaining to sustainable tourism and ecotourism has been 
compared in this literature review and has highlighted how tourism has evolved from a 
focus on mass tourism to the rise in popularity of sustainable tourism, ecotourism, and 
geotourism.  This study used the literature to argue that geotourism is different than its 
predecessor ecotourism, and it is here to stay as the next buzz word in the tourism 
industry.  In summary, this study contributes to tourism by taking a previously untested 
topic, and shedding light on whether or not it is a valid market of tourism. This study also 
addresses Juric and others (2002) problem of not being able to identify ecotourists due to 
the ever-changing definition that shifts from study to study. The specific definition of 
geotourism allows measurement to be generalized across all studies which will 
significantly contribute to tourism studies. This specificity of what to sustain at tourism 
destinations is something lacking within sustainable tourism. Geotourism has the 
potential to unite all the various definitions of sustainable tourism into one that attempts 
to sustain the entire destination. It is important to holistically focus on the destination 
because the destination’s geographical character is only as strong as its weakest link.  
It is also recommended that the definition of geotourism provided by National 
Geographic in Stokes et al. (2003) be held as the only acceptable definition of geotourism 
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in order to prevent the problems facing ecotourism and sustainable tourism. Buckley 
(2003) has wrongly used the definition of geotourism by suggesting that geotourism is 
geographically based tourism in as such the visitor travels to a particular place because 
the activity or offering at that place is better there than other places.  Buckley goes on to 
say if you insist on going to an area because of a specific casino, golf course or bungee 
jump, you qualify as a geotourist. The definition of geotourism used in this study 
suggests that Buckley has incorrectly used the term geotourism since it is meant to 
encompass the geographical character of place, not create a geographical character like a 
casino.  Geotourism’s strength is in its unambiguous and holistic definition that clearly 
addresses what should be sustained in tourism.  A unifying definition of what to sustain 
allows comparability across studies related to sustainable tourism. Tourism has always 
been plagued with multiple definitions impeding the advancement of knowledge and 
theory.  Adopting geotourism’s definition will provide the foundation in which further 
research in sustainability can be built upon.    
Future Research 
 
  Geotourism is a newer niche of sustainable tourism resulting in many potential 
research needs. The most logical future research would be to test the Geotourism Survey 
Instrument (GSI) on another population to verify its reliability and validity. It would also 
be advantageous for the Crown of the Continent to repeat the current study a few years 
from now to see how the distribution of the geotourism mapguide has impacted the type 
of visitors traveling in the Crown of the Continent. Have the number of geotravelers 
increased or decreased?  Other destinations with geotourism mapguides such as Baja 
California, the Northeast Kingdom of Vermont, the Appalachians, the Arizona-Sonora 
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desert, and the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem could all use the GSI to indentify the 
geotouristic tendencies of their visitors.  
 Another option for future research is to explore why there was such a difference 
between the well-being of the local people attitude scores and the well-being of the local 
people behavior scores.  As noted in Table 20, there was a 0.88 difference between the 
mean attitude score and the mean behavior score for the well-being of the local people 
dimension of geotourism. This research need could be met by either a qualitative or 
quantitative study that attempts to reveal why travelers agree with the concept of helping 
the local people when they travel, but do not participate in behavior that benefits local 
people like using local accommodations or local restaurants.  By understanding the 
constraints to geotourism behavior, local communities and travel planners could adapt 
their management practices in order to appeal to these visitors’ desires to help the local 
people financially when they travel. 
 Another potential area of research is to use demographic variables to predict what 
variables best predict geotouristic tendencies. Stokes et al. (2003) in their study on 
geotourism noted that geotourists are characterized by being affluent and highly 
educated. The results from this study also indicated that the geotravelers in the Crown of 
the Continent have large annual household incomes and are highly educated.  Using 
multiple linear regression, an equation could be fitted that was able to predict who should 
be a geotraveler based upon their education income and other demographic variables. It 
would be interesting to see how important one’s education and income are in determining 
the likelihood of them being geotravelers. It would also be interesting to see if one’s 
geotourism score differs by traveling with children. The group make up was not asked in 
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this study, but could help explain people’s behavior when they travel.  This could be 
useful for marketers who are trying to attract geotravelers to specific destinations.  At this 
point in geotourism’s infancy, there needs to be more research on geotourism at all levels 
to validate this definition of truly sustainable tourism.   
Finally, it is suggested that once the GSI determines the existence of geotravelers, 
additional research could expand upon this knowledge by specifically asking travelers 
what attributes of the travel destination are important to them. For example, rather than 
asking the respondent about attributes related to their general travel, more explicit 
geotourism attributes could be asked such as, “while traveling in XXX how important are 
farmers markets?”  The community, travel businesses, and land managers in that area 
could respond to the importance geotravelers place on farmers markets or other specific 
attributes such as shopping opportunities, access to recreation and opportunities to 
volunteer or give back to the community. These attributes align with the definition of 
geotourism and provide areas for the region to focus on.  
Concluding remarks 
 
The purpose of this study was twofold; to develop a reliable and valid instrument 
capable of measuring the geotouristic tendencies of travelers, and to determine if visitors 
to the Crown of the Continent share the values of geotourism. Hopefully, the results will 
be useful to those interested in using geotourism as a management tool for sustaining a 
region’s unique qualities. Geotourism has great potential to benefit both destinations and 
travelers alike by focusing tourism around the geographical character of an area.  This 
geographical character described in geotourism’s definition is holistic in nature and 
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focuses sustainability on all aspects of the region.  In theory, when geotourism is 
practiced correctly, tourism will positively contribute to a region’s environment, culture, 
heritage, aesthetics, and well-being of the local people.  
It appears that the concept of geotourism is growing in the field of sustainable 
tourism, and may be on it way to being embraced as truly sustainable tourism as 
Tourtellot’s definition suggests when he writes about geotourism completely describing 
“all aspects of sustainability in travel” (Stokes et al., 2003). The rise of geotourism is 
already evident in the many geotourism mapguides created by National Geographic and 
the many countries that have agreed to manage tourism according to the geotourism 
definition.  Geotourism mapguides have been created in six regions with more in the 
planning stages (National Geographic, 2009).  Romania, Guatemala, and Norway have 
also signed on to developed tourism in their region under the principles of geotourism 
(National Geographic, 2009). While the United States of America, as a country, has not 
signed a geotourism charter like the countries mentioned above, recently the directors of 
the various USA federal land agencies came together and signed a geotourism 
memorandum of understanding promoting collaboration between the federal agencies to 
promote the sustainable tourism principles of geotourism (National Geographic, 2008). 
The signing partners of this geotourism memorandum of understanding include the 
following: John Fahey, President and CEO of National Geographic; Dirk Kempthorne, 
Secretary of the U.S. Department of the Interior; Mark Rey, Under Secretary for Natural 
Resources and the Environment in the U.S. Department of Agriculture; Jerold Gidner, 
Director of the Bureau of Indian Affairs; James Caswell, Director of the Bureau of Land 
Management; Dale Hall, Director of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service; Mary 
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Bomar, Director of the National Park Service; and Abigail Kimbell, Chief of the Forest 
Service (National Geographic, 2008-2).  The United States National Park Service has 
even called geotourism “a global phenomenon” and is using it as “a tool for 
environmental leadership” (National Park Service, 2008).  Geotourism, with its holistic 
definition of sustaining and enhancing the geographical character of place has the 
potential to bring real sustainability to travel regions by satisfying the local people’s 
desire not to have their way of life change and by satisfying the traveler’s desire to have 
an authentic travel experience.  Geotourism has the potential to become the unifying 
definition of sustainable tourism that the tourism industry and academic literature has 
longed for the past thirty years.  A National Geographic endorsement and the clear, 
unifying, and unambiguous definition of what to sustain at tourism destinations is the 
reason why geotourism will grow to be embraced by destinations, academia and 
marketers. 
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